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With this publication we want to summarize Kurt Gossweiler's texts, which appeared 
scattered in various magazines, especially in the offensive and the KPD series of 
publications, and some also in the KAZ. 


At first, the material at hand seemed like a huge, unstructured mountain. 

That is why we have arranged the analyses, articles, presentations and speeches, 
reviews, replies and letters thematically and/or form and compiled them according 
to this order and divided them into three volumes. 


Sometimes overlaps in the content of the texts could not be avoided. 


However, we do not consider them boring or superfluous, since Kurt Gossweiler 
always shows new aspects, interactions, international conditions, consequences for 
the communist movement and perspectives, even on similar topics. 


The notes, which contain both sources and enriched content, can be found at the 
end of the respective text. 
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As already indicated, the entire publication is in three volumes. 


The first volume contains contributions to research on fascism and revisionism, the third volume will 


contain letters, reviews and replies, speeches, analyzes of the DKP and obituaries written by Kurt. You 
will find this at the end of this second volume 


Table of contents of the first volume and the - provisional - table of contents of the third volume. The 
scope of this third volume will be on a similar scale to that of the first and second volumes. 


The entire undertaking costs around 15,000 euros in advance. That's why we ask you for donations. 


Donation account: Frank Flegel account at Sparkasse Hannover, 
IBAN: DE10 2505 0180 0021 8272 49, BIC: SPKHDE2Hxxx, 
Password: Kurt Gossweiler 


For the editors: editorial team aggressively 


Dieter Itzerott: For escort 


On May 15, 2017, we all received the news that Kurt Gossweiler passed away at the age of 99. 


Born on November 5, 1917, he came from a communist family. 


As a teenager, he was a member of the German Communist Youth Association and worked illegally 
against German fascism. First he was drafted into the Reich Labor Service and shortly afterwards into 
the Wehrmacht. 


He came to the Eastern Front, where he defected to the Red Army. In the Soviet Union he came to the 
Antifa school in Taliza and worked there as an assistant. In 1947 he returned to Germany, joined the 
SED, became an employee of the Berlin district administration and had worked as a historian at 
Humboldt University since the mid-1950s. This later awarded him an honorary doctorate. From 1970 


until his retirement he was a research assistant at the Central Institute for History of the Academy of 
Sciences of the GDR. 
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His historical research covered two subject areas: German fascism and the cause of 
the defeat of socialism and the victory of the counter-revolution in Europe. In the area 
of research on fascism, he has written such important works as “Big Banks, Industrial 
Monopolies and the State. Economics and Politics of State-Monopoly Capitalism in 
Germany 1914-1932”, “Capital, Reichswehr and NSDAP 1919-1924” and “The 
Strasser Legend. Dealing with a chapter of German fascism”. 


The news of his death filled me with sadness, but above all with gratitude to this great 
friend and comrade. He, his life and his work will remain unforgotten for me. At the 
time of our defeat | never doubted the rightness of our fight for an hour. Already after 
the XX. At the Congress of the CPSU, which effectively initiated the counter- 
revolutionary initiative, | critically examined these phenomena, but | found no answer 
to the question of their causes. 


Kurt Gossweiler, more precisely his book “Revisionism Again” gave me the answer. 
We owe him the most important thing there is for a communist - theoretical clarity 
based on Marxism. With his other works such as the two-volume “Dovefoot Chronicle” 
and the many articles and papers that are summarized in the three-volume collection 
presented here, he analyzed the defeat of socialism in Europe and thus made the 
most important Marxist-Leninist contributions to the causes and course of the counter- 
revolutionary development formulated. 


And | learned something else from him: the way in which he dealt with the counter- 
revolution. Fundamental in content, but always free of self-congratulation and petty- 
bourgeois egoism. 


| prefaced a eulogy for his 90th birthday with a verse by Louis Firnberg: 


“Our life is not easy to bear, 

Only those who hold their hearts firmly in 

their hands have the strength to say 

yes to life and the strength to fight for a new world.” 


He stuck to it until his last breath. Now he is gone from us. He leaves a gap that will 
be difficult to fill. 


| am all the more pleased that the publication of this three-volume collection represents 
an important step towards preventing his important writings from being forgotten. 


Dieter Itzerott 
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Analyzes of historical events 


On the strategy and tactics of the SPD and KPD in the 
Weimar Republic 


About the creation of this study 
November 1986: 


My first supervisor as a doctoral candidate was Comrade Prof. Albert Schreiner, head 

of department at the Academy Institute of History. In 1956 he invited me to take part in 

a party training year group that he organized at the academy with members of his institute - 
e.g. B. Marion Einhorn, Wolfgang Ruge, Joachim Petzold, Manfred NuBbaum, Helmut 
Bleiber and others - took part. After his circle ended, some participants approached me 
and asked whether | would be willing to lead their group on the history of the German 
workers' movement in the next party training year. The task appealed to me for two 
reasons: 


- firstly, | would be forced to deal thoroughly with material that | had to deal with anyway 
for my dissertation - at that time | still saw the SPD's stance on January 30, 1933 as my 
actual topic; 


- on the other hand, | would be given an opportunity to fight against the XX. 

Party congress of the CPSU to be able to combat revisionist views that have become 
fashionable in this circle. So | said yes. to prepare a draft of the program and present it 
to them. | had no idea what | had gotten myself into. Instead of working on my 
dissertation, which | was scheduled to submit next year, | sat down for a few months 
and studied the documents of the KPD and the Communist International and wrote 
down the following theses (April to June 1957). When I had finished drafting it, | was 
shocked at the sharp criticism of KPD politics | had come to and was already half- 
determined not to use it as the basis for a circle. However, | gave the manuscript to 
some of the circle comrades | knew to read. Their reaction finally determined me to just 


entrust the paper to the archive: they, most of whom were completely in line with the 
Khrushchev positions | hated, were enthusiastic about it 
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my "reckoning with dogmatism". In the situation at that time - it became very clear to me 
- it would have been extremely damaging to the party to appear before the public with 
such an elaboration. Even now | do not think the time has yet come for publication . So 
may others later decide whether and when it might be useful to bring this study up for 
discussion. 


September 2001: 


Today, almost half a century after its elaboration and a decade after the - temporary - 
victory of the counter-revolution over European socialism, the publication of this study 
can be of multiple use. 


On the one hand, as proof that no matter how sharp communist self-criticism has been, 

it has nothing in common with the shameful denunciation of the Gysi, Brie and Zimmer 
against the KPD, SED and GDR; also has nothing to do with the contemptible ingratiation 
of the apology fanatics to those in power today in exchange for a little participation in 

their fraud on the people and the dismantling of social and democracy, i.e. the dismantling 
of what the working people of the Federal Republic of Germany have enjoyed, not least 
thanks to the existence of the GDR since the middle of the previous century. 


On the other hand, because since the spread of German imperialism to the territory of 
the GDR and the removal of the wall, which has now actually proven to be an anti-fascist 
protective wall, fascism has received such a boost that the older people almost feel like 
they have been transported back to the beginning of the thirties , and the fight against 
fascism - a fascism that we now trivialize as "right-wing extremism" - has once again 
become a priority task. With this, the lessons from the fight against fascism at that time 
have also gained new relevance. 


| hope that the readers of this study - despite the distant date of its creation - will see its 
publication as justified for these reasons. 


l. On the economic basis of opportunism in the Weimar Republic 


1. Lenin demonstrated the direct connection between the existence of a "bourgeois 
workers’ party" and capitalism. (Lenin, Imperialism as the Highest Stage of Capitalism; 
Imperialism and the Split in Socialism) 
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2. In the Weimar Republic there was not only one such bourgeois workers’ party 
in the form of the SPD. but it even dominated constantly - perhaps with the 
exception of the autumn of 1923. The question arises as to whether the cause of 
this, despite the defeat of German imperialism in the First World War, despite the 
loss of the colonies and despite the plundering of Germany by the victorious 
powers, was also primarily in The existence of an economic basis for the existence 
of a labor aristocracy is to be sought, or whether the dominance of social 
democracy in the German labor movement during this period is simply the effect 
of historical and political factors. (E.g. the emphasis on reformist traditions in the 
German workers' movement; the insufficiently consistent fight of the left against 
revisionism; the skillful demagogy of the right-wing socialist leaders, and finally the 
mistakes of the KPD in its efforts to establish the unity of the working class.) 


3. A cursory examination of the development of the influence of the "bourgeois 
workers’ party", the SPD, on the masses in the various stages of the Weimar 
Republic shows the dependence of the SPD and its parallelism with the movements 
of the economy of capitalist Germany. From this it follows that An investigation 
into the causes of the dominance of opportunism in the German workers' 
movement of the Weimar Republic must not be limited to political factors. 


4. In the period of the post-war revolutionary crisis, with the increasing disruption 
of the capitalist economy and the rigorous shifting of the burdens of war and defeat 
onto the masses, German imperialism had virtually no opportunity to bribe any 
strata of the working class. He was unable to maintain the privileges of the hitherto 
better-off sections of the working class, as a result of which categories of workers 
such as railway workers, postal workers, etc. were radicalized and entered into 
active struggle. 


The dominance of the right-wing socialists in the German workers' movement 
during this period was based primarily on the illusions created by the quick and 
easy victory over the monarchy in November 1918 and which were fed by the 
pseudo-socialist phrases of the right-wing leaders, as well as on the fact that the 
left in the SPD had made the organizational break with the revisionists too late. 


But this dominance melted away in 1923 just as quickly as the mark fell and the 
misery of the masses assumed ever more monstrous proportions. 


ath 
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5. The relative stabilization of capitalism also led to the re-establishment of the dominant 
influence of the right-wing socialists in the German workers' movement. The reason for this is 


primarily economic. 


With the entry into the upswing phase of the industrial cycle, with the strengthening of the 
concentration and centralization of capital (foundation of the IG Farben and the Steel 
Association), with capitalist rationalization and the influx of foreign loans, German monopoly 
capital again succeeded at the expense of the the overwhelming majority of the German working 
class and other working people to achieve monopolistic extra profits, to restore the privileges of 
the labor aristocracy, to give the reformist unions greater scope for fighting for wage increases, 
especially for the categories of qualified workers, and thus to provide a material basis for the 
spread of the to create reformist ideology of class cooperation and class harmony. This is all 
the more so because even for the majority of the working class, at whose expense the granting 
of privileges to this worker aristocracy came, the end of inflation and the economic upswing 
initially brought an improvement in their living conditions. 


6. In the period of the global economic crisis, the standard of living of the entire working class 
is rigorously reduced, without, however, eliminating the privileges of certain sections of the 
working class. During this time, keeping your job is already becoming a privilege, very 
consciously bestowed by entrepreneurs. In all large corporate companies it is common practice 
to maintain the so-called permanent workforce, even if only by switching to short-time work. 


The differentiation in income and living standards of workers is hardly less during the crisis than 
during the boom. There are still skilled workers who earn 50 marks or more per week, while the 
vast majority of employees do not earn much more than the unemployment benefit rates. When 
it comes to the unemployed, there are many different levels: recipients of unemployment 
benefits, of welfare support, of crisis support and finally those who no longer receive any support 
but make a living in some other way such as baygiryRnoydaltinigerstc. This differentiation from 
within the working class, especially in times of crisis, is very consciously brought about and is 
just as consciously exploited by both the employers and the right-wing SPD and trade union 
leaders in order to make joint action by the workers more difficult or to prevent it altogether 
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7. The existence and temporary strengthening of a “bourgeois workers' party” 
during the Weimar Republic period is therefore based on the survival and 
resurgence of German imperialism. 


On the other hand, the inevitability of the dominance of this bourgeois workers' 
party during the Weimar Republic cannot be deduced from the economic facts. On 
the contrary, the economic conditions in the period of the post-war revolutionary 
crisis and the global economic crisis were extremely favorable to overcoming this 
hegemony. 


Therefore, the answer to the question of the causes of the predominant influence 
of the right-wing leaders must be sought by examining the policies of the two 
workers’ parties on the basis of economic realities. 


ll. On the strategy and tactics of the SPD 
A. General labeling 


1. Even after the Left separated from the SPD and formed its own party, the 
KPD, the SPD is not the same in terms of its social composition 
still a unified party in ideological terms. 


2. At the top of the party are the right-wing socialist leaders (Ebert, Scheidemann, 
Noske, Wels, Severing, Braun, etc.). They are counter-revolutionary, anti-socialist, 
direct henchmen of the imperialist German bourgeoisie. She 
see their main task as preventing the working class from revolutionary struggle 
and protecting the bourgeois order from the onslaught of the masses. They have 
no strategy and tactics for overcoming the division - except through the complete 
destruction of the Communist Party and all revolutionary impulses in the working 
class. But since such a goal is unattainable due to the class situation and the class 
interests of the proletariat, their strategy and tactics boil down to isolating the 
revolutionary vanguard from the mass of workers, that is, to maintaining the 
division of the working class in the interest of securing the rule of the German 
imperialism beyond. 


3. This statement does not mean, however, that all the people who occupied 
leading positions in the SPD (or occupy them today) are forever lost people, 
incorrigible opportunists and traitors to the working class. As historical experience 
shows, there are also people among the leaders of the SPD whose opportunist 
attitude is not subject to corruption by the bourgeoisie, 
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but rather arises from bias in the reformist ideology. Once taught by historical 
experience of the fatal harmfulness of this ideology, such social democratic leaders 
are capable of following the path of consistently revolutionary Marxism and becoming 
champions of the unity of the working class. 


4. Despite the right-wing socialist leaders and despite a growing share of the petty 
bourgeoisie in the SPD's membership in the Weimar Republic, the SPD remained a 
workers’ party. Not only because the majority of its members were still recruited from 
the working class, but also because until the end of the Weimar Republic, the majority 
of the working class, especially the organized working class, saw the SPD as their 
representative of interests. 


5. Among the workers who followed the SPD, there was again a diverse 
stratification: at the top there was a stratum of the "worker aristocracy" that was 
"imperialist-minded and bribed by impertalism and demoralized by imperialism" 
(Lenin, "... Radicalism ...”, Section VI). "which forms the core 
of the supposedly socialist parties of the Second International, but in fact consists of 
the worst enemies of socialism, of traitors to socialism, of petty-bourgeois chauvinists, 
of agents of the bourgeoisie within the workers' movement." (Lenin, Original draft of 
the theses on agricultural question). 


The main mass of the social democratic workers was formed by those who honestly 
aspired to socialism, but who were still filled with many illusions about the nature of 

bourgeois democracy and the possibility of peaceful growth into socialism, etc., the 

demagogic assurances and pseudo-socialist phrases of the right-wing leaders gave 
full faith. 


During the entire period of the Weimar Republic, there were also workers and officials 
in the SPD who stood in opposition to the policies of their right-wing leaders and 
advocated the implementation of a consistent proletarian class policy in the SPD as 
well as joint actions with the communists against the common enemies of the SPD 
working class entered. These social democratic workers were not only opposed to 


the communist workers because of their objective class situation. but also very close 
to their consciousness. 


6. Because of this situation, two tendencies were in constant struggle with each 
other in the Social Democratic Party and in the free trade unions it led: 


firstly, the tendency of right-wing leaders to carry out their imperialist mission 
those behind it, namely the Social Democrats and those led by them 
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Trade unions became reliable pillars of imperialism within the 
to make working class; 


secondly, the more or less conscious and more or less strong tendency of the 


proletarian masses to make social democracy and the free trade unions real 
instruments of struggle for the defense of their proletarian class interests against 
imperialism and the bourgeois order. 


7. During the entire period of the Weimar Republic, the first tendency in the SPD 
retained the upper hand. On all crucial issues, the SPD's policy was determined by 
the right-wing leaders, who almost always managed to absorb the pressure from 
below through concessions and maneuvers and to channel it into paths that were 
harmless to the bourgeois order. 


The SPD's policy was in this way part of the policy of the imperialist German 
bourgeoisie against the German working class, the SPD itself throughout the Weimar 
period - despite the second tendency within the party - 

a "party of order", that is, a counter-revolutionary force, a support of German 
imperialism against the revolutionary aspirations of the German working class. 

It was the party through which the right-wing leaders successfully fulfilled the mission 
of German imperialism to maintain the division of the German working class. 


The same role in the trade union sector was played by the Free Trade Unions led by 
the right-wing leaders. 


B. The struggle between the two tendencies in the SPD and the 
official policy of the SPD in the different periods of the Weimar 


Republic. 


a) In the period of the revolutionary post-war crisis 


1. The German working class wants socialism - during and after the November 
Revolution, as long as the power apparatus of the bourgeoisie is not yet intact again, 
the right-wing leaders are the only protective barrier that protects German imperialism 
from the onslaught of the masses. 


2. With concessions (working community, democratic rights) and lying promises 
(socialization hoax, Bielefeld Agreement), the right-wing leaders succeed in getting 
the majority of the German working class to stop fighting, to voluntarily give up their 
weapons, and to isolate the revolutionary vanguard. 
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3. But more is needed to save the bourgeois order, namely the bloody defeat of 
the armed revolutionary workers, the bloody triumph of the counter-revolution over 
the working class, the liquidation of the council movement. 


But the bourgeoisie cannot dare to carry out this execution of the working class with 
its own hands if it does not want to risk provoking the determined, united resistance 
of the entire working class. It therefore entrusts this work to the right-wing leaders, 
who are prepared without hesitation to draw this conclusion from their betrayal of 
August 4, 1914 and to join forces with the imperial generals. 


4. The mass of the social democratic workers, on the other hand, are not prepared 
to fight with arms against their communist class comrades, even under the command 
of their own leaders (Ebert, Scheidemann, Noske). 


While the tactics of the bourgeoisie and the right-wing leaders are to deepen the 

gap between the SPD and the KPD and to fill it with spilled workers' blood and 
deadly hatred in order to make it unbridgeable, the advances of the reaction (Kapp 
Putsch, murder of Erzberger and Rathenau, Fascist danger in 1923) and the growing 
misery among the social democratic workers increased efforts for joint defense and 
joint actions by the working class. 


b) In the period of relative stabilization 

5. During this period, the right-wing SPD and trade union leaders - 
first outside, later within the government - the efforts of German imperialism to 
consolidate its power and to restore and renew its productive apparatus at the 
expense of the German working class and other working people, to become 
competitive again on the world market and to regain lost ground in all areas . 


6. They use their influence on the working class to keep its economic struggles 
within a framework that is not dangerous for the bourgeoisie, help to dismantle the 
achievements of the November Revolution (worsening of the works council law, 
abolition of the eight-hour day, etc.) and, above all, support with all their might 
capitalist rationalization. 


7. They invent new theories in order to completely reconcile the working class with 
the capitalist state, to "bring them closer to the state" and to drive out the idea of 
class struggle. (Kiel Party Congress 1927, theory of "organized capitalism", of 
“economic and industrial democracy" , etc.). 
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8. They try to stifle the German workers’ sympathies for the Soviet Union by participating in 
the systematic slander and agitation against the SU and at the same time portray to the 
German workers the stronghold of world imperialism, the USA, as the promised land of 
prosperity for the working people the worst and most sophisticated American exploiters (Ford) 
as humanitarians and "socialists" (Tarnow!). 


9. After the SPD's election victory in 1928, they joined the government of the "Grand 
Coalition" and, without taking into account the promises they had previously made to the 
voters, they implemented the policy of German imperialism more sharply than the civil bloc 
governments had been able to do (battle cruiser construction, Severing arbitration award in 
the Ruhr conflict in 1928, etc.). 


10. In government they are resuming the old tactic of deepening the rift between the SPD 
and KPD by intensifying the persecution of the KPD, the 1.- 
Ban the May demonstration in Berlin in 1929 in order to obtain a means of action against the 
KPD through a bloody provocation; They allow shooting at workers' demonstrations and ban 
the RFB (but not the fascist murder organizations!). 


11. In this period, the right-wing leaders can implement their policies relatively easily and 
broaden their influence over the working class, since the economic upswing makes the 
situation of the working class noticeably easier - compared to the indescribable misery of the 
first post-war years - and the spread of opportunist views about nature of the bourgeois state 
and the capitalist economic order, especially since the SPD was the "opposition party" until 
1928 and the right-wing leaders thus had the opportunity to blame only the citizen bloc 
governments for the negative effects of the resurgence of German imperialism. 


The second, proletarian tendency within the SPD therefore only appeared rarely and relatively 
weakly in this period. Only once was it strong enough to force the right-wing leaders to agree 
to joint action with the communists against the reaction: in 1926 in the fight for the expropriation 
of princes. This joint action was a high point and the greatest success of the working class's 
drive for unity in this period. But significantly, this was not about specific proletarian class 
interests, but about general democratic demands. 


c) During the period of the global economic crisis 


12. The escalation of class antagonisms between 1930 and 1933 put the question on the 
agenda: either a revolutionary way out of the crisis through mass action 
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against the foundations of the power of monopoly capital - or capitalist way out of 
the crisis, ie establishment of the fascist dictatorship over the German working 
class and the entire German people. 


13. A decision by the leadership of the largest and most influential German 
workers’ party and the trade unions it leads in favor of the revolutionary way out 
would have sealed the fate of German imperialism. 


But such a decision would have required either that the right-wing leaders had left 
the ground of defending the bourgeois order and moved to the ground of the 
revolutionary struggle for the rule of the working class, or that these right-wing 
leaders had been ousted from the leadership of the party and would have been 
replaced by representatives of the proletarian trend in the party. 


14. The right-wing leaders were neither willing nor, by their very nature, capable 
of making a decision for the revolutionary struggle against German imperialism. 
They had committed themselves to imperialism, for better or for worse, and 
therefore had to become pioneers of fascism in a situation in which imperialism 
was heading towards the establishment of a fascist dictatorship. 


15. Of course, these right-wing leaders did not desire the establishment of 
fascism in the form in which it ultimately took place, but were under the illusion 
that the German bourgeoisie would be satisfied with a "tempered", "tamed", 
"controlled" fascism , in which there would still be a space, however narrow, for 
the legal existence of social democracy and the free trade unions, from which the 
return to parliamentary democracy could take place as soon as the economic and 
political situation of German capitalism permitted this again. 


16. But even without this illusion, they could not have acted differently than they 
did, because - just like the bourgeoisie - they hated the revolution like "sin" and 
feared nothing more than the revolutionary actions of the masses, which are no 
longer held back by them but led the fight for power over their heads (cf. Stampfer, 
The 14 Years... 3rd ed., p. 581). Given historical developments the choice between 
fascism and rule of the working class, they decided in consistent completion of the 
on the 4th. 

The path chosen for fascism in August 1914 (“Better ten times with Hitler than 
once with Thalmann”). 


In the years 1930-1933 there were many situations in which a decisive, unified 
appearance of the masses, as in 1920, would have been able to beat back fascism 
and give further development a completely different direction. There was also no 
lack of willingness on the part of the masses 
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such occurrence, but in all these situations the right-wing leaders directed all their 
efforts to prevent this and to enable the bourgeoisie to move on to the next stage 

of fascization without major disruptions and shocks (tolerating Briining's suspension 
of the constitution with the help of Article 48; Election of Hindenburg as a "dam 
against Hitler": capitulation to Papen's coup on July 20, 1932; January 30, 1933). 


17. This policy of the right-wing leaders came into increasing conflict with the will 
and aspirations of the social democratic working masses. 


The brutal attack of the German bourgeoisie, which was oriented towards fascism, 
on the last economic and political achievements of the German working class 
(wage cuts, mass unemployment, reduction of support, etc., etc.) destroyed many 
illusions in the minds of the social democratic workers and made them increasingly 
aware of the need for active action struggle of the working class. Their will to 
defend themselves against corporate attacks grew; their will to actively defend 
against fascist terror grew; their insight into the necessity of a common struggle 
with their communist class comrades grew; Their will to change the course of their 
party in the direction of consistent class struggle against the bankrupt capitalist 
order grew. 


All of this found expression in increased opposition to the official course of the 
party leadership, in the splintering of part of the party's left-wing elements (with 
and without quotation marks) and their formation in the SAP, the "Socialist 


Workers’ Party", in the transition of hundreds of thousands of supporters and 
voters from the SPD to the KPD in the elections. 


18. During the period of the global economic crisis, the second, proletarian 
tendency gained great strength within the SPD and the Free Trade Unions, 
subjecting the right-wing leaders to strong pressure, but without gaining the upper 
hand over the dominant tendency corresponding to the interests and needs of 
German imperialism to be able to win. 


19. The main reasons for this are as follows: 


a) In the unscrupulous, sophisticated demagogy of the right-wing leaders to 
cover up their capitulation to fascism and to channel the fighting will of the 


Crowds in harmless ways: 


1) Covering up the capitulation policy towards fascism 
“Theory” of the “lesser evil” and through the stalling tactics: “Not the strength in 
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individual battles" and "Wait until Hitler leaves the ground of the constitution before 
striking the big blow". 


2) Channeling the fighting will of the masses into the paths of the only 
parliamentary struggle (defeating the Reichstag elections and the State Court 
ruling in response to Papen's coup of July 20, 1932, staging a referendum against 
Papen's September emergency ordinance, etc.). 


3) Pretense of fighting determination to defend the day-to-day interests of the 
working class (e.g. leading individual strikes by the free trade unions against the 
September emergency decree). 


4) Pretense of fighting determination to defend the republic against fascism "by 
all means" at the "most opportune time". This goal was primarily served by the 
founding of the “Iron Front’, the holding of military marches, pseudo-radical 
“threats” directed at the Papen-Schleicher governments, etc. 


5) Feigning determination to set the masses on the path of struggle 
of socialism as a way out of the crisis. 


Who knows today that not only the KPD, but also the leadership of the SPD 
declared socialism "the task of the day" in 1932? 


On August 18, 1932, the “Vorwärts” read: “The prospects of resolving the crisis 
with capitalist means are getting smaller day by day, and above all, the will of the 
vast majority of the people for a socialist way out of the crisis has prevailed "The 
last Reichstag elections experienced a huge increase. The program of social 
democracy should therefore show how the economic crisis can be overcome, 
which has led to an ever-increasing need and despair due to the failure of 
capitalism." And Fritz Tarnow, the ADGB leader, who the year before had 
announced that the task of the trade unions was to be a doctor at the sickbed of 
capitalism, now wrote in the “Vorwärts” of August 21, 1932 under the heading 
“Advance to Socialism”: “The Motions (from the SPD for the nationalization of the 
banks and the primary industry, etc. in the Reichstag. KG) must in no way be 
viewed as posters for long-term goals; they are present-day demands, which 
means that the economic situation that exists today is seen as ripe for socialist 
economic transformation on a broad front ... There are many signs that the time 
has come. "where the transition to socialist economic forms has become a 
developmental necessity.” 
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A JP Mayer wrote in the "Vorwärts" of August 28th under the heading "Socialism as a 
contemporary task": "The German social democracy is determined to make the proposals 
of the social democratic parliamentary group in the Reichstag the basis of a powerful 
popular movement for socialist construction. It is important to transform the anti-capitalist 
mass sentiment, which deeply fills the majority of the German people, into a positive 
socialist will to shape things. The basis of this socialist action can only be Marxist socialism, 
which must expose and stamp out all pseudo-socialism... In the long run, there is no 
capitalist means of mastering the crisis. The socialist movement thus enters the stage of 
realization. Socialism becomes the burning question of the present, a current order of 
German life." 


Finally, on August 27th, the party chairman Otto Wels published an article in the “Vorwarts” 
under the headline “Socialist Action!” declares that the time is now ripe, that socialism is no 
longer a goal for the future, but rather a task for the present. 


b) In the paralysis of the workers’ will to fight both through the spread of 
Disbelief in the power of the working class and the possibility of a successful one 
fight as well as by reducing the fascist danger: 


1) Tarnow's theory that the trade unions should not be gravediggers in the crisis, but 
should be doctors at the bedside of capitalism, because "when the patient wheezes, the 
masses outside are starving" (Leipzig party conference of the SPD, 1931). 


2) Theory: “You can’t strike in a crisis”. 


3) Playing off the different groups of workers against each other: the trade unionists 
against the unorganized, the employed against the unemployed, etc. 


4) Direct strike breaking in cooperation with the employers and the state authorities to 
stifle strikes led by the RGO. Assisting in the dismissal of revolutionary workers from the 
factories. Exclusion policy of the reformist union leaders towards revolutionary workers. 


5) Spreading the view that Hitler in power would quickly "go into decline" and therefore 
one should let him have a go. 


6) Covering up who the real backers of the Nazi party are; Presentation as if the fascist 
danger was only based on the number of voters for the Nazi party. After the decline in Nazi 
votes in the November 1932 election, the Nazi party declared that it was finally bankrupt 
and that Hitler's rise to power was no longer an option. 
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c) Preventing the united front between social democrats and communists: 


1) Equating the communists with the fascists as terrorists and supporters of 
violence and enemies of democracy. 


2) Rejection of all offers by the KPD to fight together against fascism (July 20, 
1932; January 30, 1933). 


3) Prohibition of united front actions with the communists for all social democratic 
workers; Exclusion in the event of a violation. 


4) Disingenuous offers to conclude united front and non-aggression agreements 
with the sole aim of blaming the communists for the failure of the united front in the 
eyes of the masses. 


d) The errors in the strategy and tactics of the KPD make it easier for the right- 


wing leaders to mislead the masses and make it difficult for the social democratic 
workers to fight together with their communist class comrades. 


Summary: 


There can be no talk of a strategy and tactics of the SPD in the Weimar Republic 
to overcome the division in the labor movement. The official strategy and tactics of 
the SPD is the strategy of the right-wing leaders, that is, enemies of the unity of the 
working class, and therefore aimed at perpetuating division. 


Regardless of this, the objective interests and, to a large extent, the subjective will 
of the social democratic workers lie in overcoming the division and in achieving the 
unity of the workers' movement on the basis of the proletarian class struggle. 


This objective class interest had to be the basis for the strategy and tactics of the 
only party that, from the moment of its founding, had set itself the goal of regaining 
the unity of the German workers' movement on the revolutionary basis of Marxism, 
the Communist Party of Germany. 


lll. On the strategy and tactics of the KPD in the Weimar 
Republic to overcome the division in the workers' movement. 


Preliminary remark: 
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Of course, the present theses cannot provide answers to the numerous outstanding 
questions regarding the politics of the KPD, which can only be answered through the 
intensive research work of a large collective of comrades. Some questions are therefore 
only raised as problems in the theses. in others an attempt is made to answer them 


the author is aware that it is primarily intended to reveal his inadequate knowledge of 
the matter. 


A. General labeling 


a) The KPD - the only party of the struggle for the unity of the working class in 
the Weimar Republic. 


1. The split in the labor movement was the result of the betrayal of the 
Social democracy in the interests of the working class in the First World War. 


The Communist Parties were founded as parties of the struggle to restore the unity of 
the workers' movement on the basis of genuine revolutionary Marxism. 


"The slogans and principles of the communist parties form the only basis on which the 
working class can unite again." (Theses of Ill. 
World Congress of Al on Tactics, Section 4) 


2) The Communist Party of Germany was the only one that not only spoke of wanting 
the unity of the workers' movement, but whose entire striving and stubborn struggle 
throughout all the years of the Weimar Republic was aimed at achieving this goal. 


3) The fight to overcome the division in the workers' movement was and is synonymous 
with the fight to overcome the influence of the right-wing socialist leadership in the 
workers' movement and with the education of the working class to always see the fight 
for its day-to-day interests as the fight for its fundamental class interests connect to. 


4) The successful solution of this task depends on two conditions: 


Firstly, the objective conditions that all workers face are unbridgeable 
Contrast to the capitalist exploitative order and the impossibility of it 
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ways to overcome reformism. These objective conditions are largely present in 
Germany - despite some counteracting moments - with the beginning of the 
general crisis of capitalism (world war, inflation, global economic crisis). 


Secondly, about the correct strategy and tactics of the Communist Party's struggle 
to overcome the division and the unity of the workers' movement. 


5) The history of the KPD and the III. International is essentially the history of 
the elaboration of the Marxist-Leninist strategy and tactics of struggle for the unity 
of the workers' movement and the efforts for its correct application according to 
the given conditions. 


6) This strategy and tactic was worked out in its essentials by Lenin. However, 
after Lenin's death, the Communist International and its sections did not always 
succeed in correctly applying this Leninist strategy and tactics to new situations, 
especially in the period of the global economic crisis, due to left-wing sectarian 
mistakes. As a result, the objectively available opportunities to overcome the 


division could not be fully exploited 
become. 


7) The effects of deviations from Lenin's strategy and tactics were particularly 
disastrous for the KPD's struggle to establish a united front against fascism. 


8) After the bitter lesson of the victory of fascism in Germany began in the III. 
International and communist parties the process of an intensive self-critical 
theoretical and practical review of the strategy and tactics of their struggle in the 
past period and a return to the correct application of Lenin's principles (United and 
Popular Front movement in France, VII World Congress of the Cl, Brussels 
Conference of the KPD). 


b) Attempt to briefly present the general principles of Leninism for the 
correct strategy and tactics in the struggle to overcome the 
Division of the labor movement: 


1. The possibility of overcoming the division lies in the similarity of the basic 
interests of all layers of the working class (Question: Can this also be said with 
reference to the labor aristocracy “corrupted by capitalism?” See above, Part II/A, 
Thesis 5). 


2. The necessity of overcoming the division lies in the fact that it is the 
prerequisite for the liberation of the working class, for the victory over the 
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imperialism and thus for the salvation of the working class and all of humanity from 
destruction in barbarism. 


3. The path to overcoming division lies through common struggle, common action 
for common interests, starting with the smallest daily interests. Only through joint 
action can mistrust and hostility be overcome and the awareness of togetherness 
grow. 


4. The core of the problem of establishing unity, the strategic objective of this 
struggle is to overcome the influence of the splitters of the workers’ movement, the 
right-wing socialist leaders, on the working masses, is the formation of the majority 
of the working class and, above all, its decisive layers under the banner of 
communism. “The victory of the revolutionary proletariat is impossible... without 
exposing, branding and expelling the opportunist, socially treasonous leaders. 
That's also the one from Ill. 

International policy adopted." (Lenin, "... Radicalism ...", Section V: 
Works Vol. 31, p. 27) 


"This struggle must be carried out ruthlessly and unconditionally, as we have done, 
to the end, until all the incorrigible leaders of opportunism and social-chauvinism 
are completely discredited and expelled from the trade unions.” (Ibid., Section VI, 
p.-3 7 ) (see also Fifth World Congress of the Communist International, draft 
program: IV/A/a.) 


5. The fight against the right-wing leaders and their exposure must never become 
an end in itself. "We wage the fight against the opportunist and social-chauvinist 
leaders in order to win over the working class." (Lenin, ibid., p. 37) 


6. The tactics of the struggle to overcome the division of the 
The workers' movement must therefore focus on: 


a) to achieve with all our might the unity of practical action of the workers; to 
strengthen in the working class the awareness of togetherness, of common 
interests, of the need for a community of struggle against capital; to educate them 
and to set an example that in the interest of the fight against the common enemy, 
what divides them must be put aside. 


“After they have secured the organizational freedom of intellectual influence on the 
Having secured the working masses, the communist parties of all countries are 
now striving to achieve the broadest and most complete unity possible in all cases 
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practical action of these masses." (The EKKI's principles of 1921 on the 
United Front ..., Principle 5), 


b) to enable the workers to convince themselves through their own experience that 
only the communists are champions of workers’ unity, while the right-wing social democratic 
and trade union leaders are responsible for the division and its maintenance. The emphasis 
is on the masses' own experience. In order to reach the position of the vanguard, Lenin 
says: “these masses need their own political experience. This is the fundamental law of 
all great revolutions." ((Lenin, "... 

Radicalism ...”, Section X. 

Works Vol. 31, p. 80). 


This requires such elastic tactics that even the most sophisticated maneuvers of the right- 
wing leaders fail to portray communists in the eyes of the masses 
to represent opponents of workers’ unity, 


c) never let the non-communist workers doubt that the communists see their main 
enemy as the main enemy of all workers and all working people in imperialism. and that 
their entire policy is aimed at defeating this enemy. 


This requires such an attitude towards the right-wing leaders that every social democratic 
worker understands that our criticism of them is necessary in the interest of the successful 
fight against the common enemy and does not arise from party egoistic efforts. 


d) to be ready for all alliances and agreements with non-communist parties and 
organizations behind which proletarian masses stand, provided that such an alliance leads 
to joint actions of the working class and weakens the positions of imperialism. 


Lenin: One must “make concessions to those elements which turn towards the proletariat, 
when they turn towards the proletariat and to the extent that they turn towards the 
proletariat - but at the same time one must 

Lead the fight against those who turn to the bourgeoisie." (Ibid., Section VIII, p. 61) 


e) When concluding such alliances, never forget that they can only be successful if 


they contribute to strengthening communist influence and weakening the influence of the 
wavering elements. 


This assumes that the communists have no illusions about the masses 
Half-measures, fickleness and a tendency to betrayal arise among non-communist allies 
and “the fullest 
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Freedom of agitation, propaganda and political activity reserved. (Lenin, “... 
Radicalism ...", Section IX, Ibid., p. 73) 


7. Central to the successful struggle of the communist parties to overcome the 
division in the workers' movement was and is their tactical attitude towards the 
reactionary trade unions, especially those dominated by the reformists. 


It is at the trade union level that the struggle for the conquest of the majority of the 
working class breaks out most violently, because the domination of the trade 
unions is the main source of power and influence of the right-wing socialist leaders 
in the workers' movement; the conquest of the trade unions by the communists is 
the most important step forward the way to overcome the division in the workers’ 
movement (see Stalin, Works Vol. 7, pp. 90/91). 


The principles for the relationship between the communists and the reformist trade 
unions were formulated by Lenin as follows: “Not working in the reactionary trade 
unions means that the insufficiently developed or backward working masses are 
subject to the influence of the reactionary leaders, the agents of the bourgeoisie, 
the labor aristocrats or the 'naturalized workers '... left to you.” 


And further: “One must be able to resist all this, must be determined to make any 
sacrifice and even - if necessary - use all possible tricks, tricks and illegal methods, 
concealing and concealing the truth, just to get into the trade unions, into them to 
stay and to carry out communist work in them at all costs.” (Lenin, “... 

Radicalism ...”, Section VI, 
ibid, pp. 38, 40). 


B. The struggle of the KPD to develop and apply a 
Marxist-Leninist strategy and tactics to overcome the 
divisions in the German workers' movement in the 
various periods of the Weimar Republic. 


a) In the period of the revolutionary post-war crisis 


1. At the beginning of this period, the KPD (like all communist parties in the 
Capitalist countries) faced the task of sharply opposing each other after the 
organizational separation from social democracy of both directions (right-wing and 
centrists, in Germany SPD and USPD). to work out from it, to differentiate oneself 
from it in a way that is clear and visible to the entire working class, to clarify the 
incompatibility of the principles of communism with the treacherous lack of 
principles of reformism. In the international one 
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The extent of this was expressed by the acceptance of the 21 conditions by the Il. 
World Congress of the Communist International. 


“In the initial period... the revolutionary wing had to fight for, at all costs, the 
freedom of agitation and propaganda, that is, the freedom to explain to the working 
masses the unprecedented historical betrayal which the parties created by the 
working masses themselves have committed and are still committing ." (The 
EKKI's guiding principles of 1921 on the united front, guiding principle 4) This was 
the indispensable prerequisite for ensuring that the communist parties would not 
succumb to the danger of opportunistic dilution and stagnation in their development 
into mass parties. 


2. In this first phase of the development of the communist parties, it was only 
possible that their relations with the social democracy were one of fierce struggle 
and that they directed the main fire against the social democracy. 


This also resulted from other circumstances for the KPD: 


Firstly, from the fact that the SPD - with one brief exception - was the mainstay of 
the bourgeois order during this period, not only within the working class, but also 
in the government. All attacks by the bourgeoisie against the proletariat in order 
to wrest from them the gains of the November Revolution were carried out at the 
hands of the Social Democratic leaders, with the approval or even on the 
instructions of the Social Democratic Reich President Ebert. Conversely, under 
these circumstances it was impossible for the revolutionary workers of Germany 
to attack and overthrow the bourgeois order without thereby attacking the social 
democratic government and driving it out of power. However, the overthrow of the 
bourgeois order remained - and had to remain throughout the revolutionary post- 
war crisis - the immediate strategic goal of the KPD. 


Secondly: The shameful betrayals of the right-wing leaders of the German social 
democracy in the First World War and in the November Revolution, which were 
unprecedented in the entire international social democracy, had aroused among 
the revolutionary workers an unbridled, burning hatred that even the best of the 
German communists, such as Rosa Luxemburg, led to sectarian errors (e.g. Rosa 
Luxemburg's statement for the liquidation of the trade unions at the founding party 
conference of the KPD, see Lenin's letter to the German communists, works vol. 
XXVI, p. 535). 
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3) The task of developing into the mass party of the German proletariat, of winning 
over the revolutionary workers of the USPD to unite with the KPD, very quickly forced 
the KPD not only to turn to the right, against the SPD and USPD, but also just as 
sharply against them Left, to differentiate themselves against the ‘left’ radicalism of 
Wolffheim, Laufenberg, etc., and to take a correct position on the trade union question. 
(Exclusion of the Wolffheim-Laufenberg group from the party, statement against the 
slogan: “Out of the unions” at the II. 

KPD party conference). 


4) The slowing of the pace of the revolution, the consolidation of the bourgeois order 
and the influence of the right-wing SPD and trade union leaders, as well as the need 
for joint defense against the advances of the extreme (monarchist) reaction (Kapp 
Putsch and the disputes in the KPD over the Lessons from the March Action 1921) 
made it clear that the party (and the entire Third International) urgently needed a 
scientifically based, Marxist strategy and tactics in the struggle to win over the majority 
of the working class. 


5) The second phase of the period of the revolutionary post-war crisis (in Germany 
from the Kapp Putsch?) is characterized by the fact that the communist parties, in order 
to become mass parties in their countries, are faced with the task of establishing unity 
of action with them Workers who still follow the reformist or even more right-wing 
leaders. 


6) The task of developing the necessary strategy and tactics was already tackled by 
Lenin in his work: Radicalism..., dated Il. 
Clearly formulated at the World Congress of the Cl and essentially resolved at the 
EKKI plenum in December 1921 in the theses on the united front. 


The theses of III. The World Congress and the EKKI Plenum contain all the crucial 
principles, the observance and application of which to the given situation prevents both 
a Slide into right-wing opportunism and sectarianism. 


7) The KPD was the first party of the III. International with the "Open Letter" of 
January 7, 1921 to the leadership of the SPD, the USPD and the ADGB for the common 
fight against the catastrophic deterioration in the living conditions of the workers, and 
later with the open letter of June 16, 1922 for the common fight against the monarchist 
danger (see materials and documents on the history of the KPD, pp. 92-94 and 97-99) 
the policy of the united front was put into practice. 
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8) However, the EKKI's theses from 1921 on the united front also warned of the 
danger of opportunist distortion of the united front policy (thesis 20). 


How necessary and justified this warning was would soon become clear through the 
behavior of the Brandler-Thalheimer leadership of the KPD in the fall of 1923 (see 
Dimitroff, VII World Congress, section “On the Government of the United Front’). 


In the EKKI's theses, a distinction was made between two elements among the right- 
wingers in the communist parties (Thesis 21), firstly, those who had not yet broken 
with the ideology and methods of the Second International, and secondly, those. who 
fight against the "left" in order to give the communist parties greater flexibility and 
maneuverability. 


The shameful failure of the Brandler-Thalheimer leadership, which amounted to a 
betrayal of the German working class and the German revolution, left no doubt that 
they belonged to the first group mentioned. 


9. The effects of this surrender policy were devastating. 


Firstly, the most favorable and promising situation since November 9, 1918 fora 
victory of the German proletariat over the bourgeoisie was wasted without a fight. 
This gave German imperialism the opportunity to emerge from the crisis and to create 
conditions that were favorable to the renewed growth and re-establishment of the 
dominance of reformism in the German workers' movement. 


Secondly, for the second time on an international scale - the first time in the Hungarian 
Soviet Republic - the united front policy was severely discredited through its 
opportunistic distortion and thus fed grist to the mill of the ultra-left, which enabled 
them to temporarily take the lead in the KPD to cause no less damage than the right 
wing. 


It now proved necessary to fight again for the principles of strategy and tactics and 
their application, which were already common knowledge of all parties of the Ill. 
International, which meant that the party once again suffered a loss of momentum in 
its efforts to establish itself firmly with the working class. 


The question raised here is: 


To what extent did the right-wing opportunist distortion of the united front policy 
contribute to the fact that even such outstanding leaders of the German proletariat as 
Ernst Thalmann. and the international proletariat like Stalin and Dimitrov, 
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Togliatti, Thorez and Gottwald deviated from Lenin's strategy and tactics to the left 
(see also Lenin's letter to the German communists)? 


10. The political development in Germany in this period, the conclusion of this 
period with the defeat of the German working class and the. albeit only a relative 
consolidation of the bourgeois order in Germany, is characterized and caused by 
the contradiction between the objective maturity of the economic and political 
conditions for the overthrow of capitalism in Germany, on the one hand, and the 
immaturity and inability of the KPD to do justice to its task to lead the German 
proletariat to victory over German imperialism, on the other hand. 


In a situation in which the German working class - in order to win - needed a party 
with a mature and tested strategy and tactics, the KPD had to first work out and test 
this strategy and tactics under incredibly difficult conditions and internal struggles. 


“It is a tragedy of the German working class that it had this reliable leadership neither 
in the Social Democrats nor in the USPD and that the KPD only developed into a 
mass party with a firm, clear-minded leadership when the time for the big decisions 
had already ripened was." (Wilhelm Pieck, On the history of the Communist Party of 
Germany, 30 years of struggle, lecture from 1939, Berlin 1949, p. 21) 


b) In the period of relative stabilization 


1. At the beginning of this period, the KPD and the entire III. International the task 
of drawing the necessary lessons from the right-wing opportunist distortion of the 
united front tactics (especially by the Brandler-Thalheimer leadership of the KPD), 
but at the same time the attempts to completely liquidate the united front tactics by 
the ultra-left (Ruth Fischer, Arcadi Maslow, etc.) , as they were expressed above all 
at the 9th party conference of the KPD (April 1924), should be resolutely rejected. 


2. As a result, the Fifth World Congress of the Communist International (June-July 
1924) was all about reviewing the previous application of the united front tactics and 
the attempt to define the united front tactics for the coming period, free from all right 
and left distortions. In particular, the focus was on the following questions: 


a) The further perspective of the proletarian revolution. 
b) The assessment of the role of the SPD and the ‘Left’ in the SPD. 
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c) Establishing the guidelines for the correct application of the united front tactic. 


d) The statement on the question of partial demands and transitional solutions, in 
particular on the slogan of the workers' and peasants’ government. 


e) The statement on the trade union question. 


3. With regard to the further perspective of the revolution, in accordance with the 
situation in the summer of 1924, both a slower and delayed development of the proletarian 
revolution and a rapid escalation of class antagonisms up to the decisive struggle for 
power in this or that country were suggested especially in Germany, considered possible 
and accordingly demanded that the communist parties prepare themselves for both 
possibilities 
(Theses of the 5th World Congress of Al on Tactics, Section XIII). 


4. To assess the role of the SPD and the 'Left' in the SPD: 


Brandler and his supporters had at the Leipzig party conference of the KPD (8th PT. 
Jan.-Feb. 1923) demonstrated their social-democratic opportunism by proclaiming, 

without differentiating between the right-wing leaders of the SPD and the social-democratic 
workers, that the task of the united front tactic was to transform "social democracy" from 
the left wing of the bourgeoisie to the right wing of the workers' movement, and the to 
force the right-wing SPD leader to no longer betray the working class, but the bourgeoisie. 
(Note 1) 


Such a task meant a complete rejection of Lenin's assessment of the social nature and 
political function of the right-wing socialist leaders. 


Consequently, the right, whose leading representative in the Comintern at the time was 
Radek, developed this view further into the claim that with the defeat of the German 
working class in the autumn of 1923 and the establishment of the military dictatorship, 
fascism had triumphed over the November Revolution and social democracy, even 
though at that time the The establishment of this military dictatorship took place with the 
active help of the right-wing social democratic leaders and served precisely to save the 
Weimar Republic. 


However, under the pressure of the mass mood in the party, the right-wingers completely 
abandoned these positions at the Frankfurt (9th) party conference and - like the middle 
group and the left-wingers - declared the liquidation of the SPD to be the task of the KPD. 
(Note 2) 
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Through the events in Italy. Bulgaria and Germany also raised the question of the 
relationship between fascism and social democracy. In all of these countries it had 
become clear that the leaders of the social democratic parties and the reformist 
trade unions were trying to reach an agreement with fascism. 


The Communist International concluded from this that social democracy was not 
only the left wing of the bourgeoisie, but also of fascism. (Note 3) 


The theory of the "twin brothers" cannot be viewed as the theory of one individual, 
Stalin, but it was the view of the vast majority of all leading minds of the Communist 
International, formed on the basis of the experiences of the years 1920 to 1924. 


But the equation of fascism and social democracy was theoretically wrong and 
practically had the most disastrous consequences, because it became an important 
theoretical justification for all the left-wing sectarian mistakes in the following 
period, especially in the period of the global economic crisis. 


The KPD and the Cl also had to determine their position on the “left” among the 
social democratic leaders. 


Based on their experiences with the "left" Social Democrats in the Saxon workers' 
government (Zeigner), they came to the conclusion: "But even more dangerous 
than the right are the left-wing SPD leaders, this last illusion of the deceived 
workers, these last fig leaves for the dirty ones counter-revolutionary politics of 
Severing, Noske and Ebert. The KPD not only rejects any negotiations with the 
SPD headquarters, but also with the “left” 

leaders until these heroes find at least enough manpower to openly break with the 
counter-revolutionary gang that sits in the SPD party executive committee." 


(From the resolution of the Presidium of the EKKI of January 19, 1924, in: Report on the 
negotiations of the IXth Party Congress of the KPD, p. 32) 


This opinion was completely justified based on the experiences made. 


But it only touched on one side of the problem of the ‘left’ in social democracy, 
namely the danger that illusions about the left-wing SPD leaders bring with them. 


However, a correct tactic against the social democratic left can only be developed 
if the other side is also taken into account, namely the 
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The fact that the appearance of left-wing leaders in social democracy is always a reflex of a 
leftward development of the social democratic masses, a development which, since 
communist parties have existed as mass parties, has been a development towards 
communism. This one-sidedness, namely only seeing the danger of the left-wing leaders of 
the Social Democracy, was later reinforced and also led to serious left-wing errors in the 
practice of the united front tactics of the Communist Party of Germany in the years 


1930-1932, especially towards the SAP. 


5. On the united front tactic: 


For the right-wingers (Brandler, etc.), the united front tactic was above all and primarily a 
tactic of alliance with the leaders of the SPD or its left wing. 
(Note 4) 


Therefore, its practice of united front tactics in Saxony actually made the KPD an appendage, 
a prisoner, of the social democracy. 


The ultra-left, on the other hand (Ruth Fischer, Arcadi Maslow, etc.), despite paying lip 
service to the united front tactic, were in fact opposed to any use of this tactic. (Note 5) They 
interpreted the decisions of the EKKI in a sense that meant the de facto liquidation of the 
united front tactic. 


In their resolutions to the Frankfurt party congress, all groups declared, in accordance with 
the decision of the EKKI Presidium of January 19, 1924, that only the united front from below 
could currently be used for Germany. (Note 6) 


The Fifth World Congress rejected all demands of the ultra-left to reject the united front 
tactic, and also rejected the demand that only the united front from below be declared 
permissible not only for Germany, but for all countries, but said: “United front from below - 
almost always. 

United front from below and at the same time from above - quite often, with all the necessary 
guarantees as a tactic for the revolutionary mobilization of the masses. United front only 
from above - never!" (Zinoviev in his report to the Fifth World Congress, Protocol, Vol. |, p. 
81. See also the theses on the tactics of the Fifth World Congress of the Cl, Section VIII) 


Nevertheless, the theses of the Fifth World Congress on the united front tactic represent a 
left-wing deviation from Lenin's principles of the Third World Congress. and IV World 

Congress on the United Front. While e.g. B. in the guiding principles of the Fourth World 
Congress the necessity of the tactic of the united front is linked primarily to the elementary 
striving of the working masses, including the social democratic masses, for unity in the struggle 
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is justified against capital, i.e. the creation of a common battle front against the class 
enemy is given priority, say the theses of V. 

World Congress. that the united front tactic is a strategic maneuver "of the communist 
vanguard surrounded by enemies in its fight, above all, against the treacherous leaders of 
the counter-revolutionary social democracy." "It is in no way a tactic of alliance with these 
leaders." (Theses and resolutions p. 27) 


This already contains the germ of the left-wing distortion of the united front tactics, which 
then became very apparent in 1930-1932. 


6. About partial demands and transitional slogans, especially about the slogan of the 
workers' and peasants' government. 


The discussion about the slogan of the workers' government at the Fourth World Congress 
was about finding concrete forms and slogans for attracting and transitioning the masses 
to the proletarian revolution in accordance with Lenin's demands. The slogan of the 
workers’ government was put forward as such a transitional slogan to bring the masses 
into the proletarian revolution. 


The discussion about this question had the greatest fundamental importance for 
determining the strategy and tactics of the Communist International. Ultimately, it was a 
question of whether communists were allowed to join a government that was still being 
formed within the framework of the bourgeois state - under what circumstances they were 
allowed to do so and with what aim. 


The Fourth World Congress did not give a clear answer to this question, but allowed for 
the possibility. that communists take part in a workers’ government that would emerge 
within the framework of the bourgeois state and even initially on a parliamentary basis, a 
government that would not yet be a government of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
(Theses on the tactics of IV. 

World Congress) 


The Fifth World Congress rejects the idea based on the experience with the Saxon one 
Workers' government has such a possibility and explains that the slogan of the "workers' 
government" or the "workers' and peasants' government" is for the communist parties 
synonymous with the dictatorship of the proletariat. Although the V. 

World Congress did not explicitly withdraw the statement of the IV World Congress about 
the five types of workers’ governments, the theses of the V. 

World Congress their de facto withdrawal and a reduction of the possible types of workers' 
governments to two: firstly, fake workers’ governments, with the participation of the social 
democrats, which in reality are liberal bourgeois ones 
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Governments are and secondly real, real workers’ governments, which can only 
be governments of the dictatorship of the proletariat. (Notes 8 and 9) 


The ultra-left had not only demanded the renunciation of the transitional slogan of 
the “workers and peasants government,” but also of any transitional slogan and 
limitation solely to the final slogan: dictatorship of the proletariat. 


Even the right declared in their resolution at the 9th party congress that the party 
must now drop all transitional demands. (Note 10) 


The Fifth World Congress, on the other hand, firmly stated that communist tactics 
cannot do without the formulation of interim solutions and partial demands. (Note 
11) 


Nevertheless, the position of the Fifth World Congress on the question of workers' 
government compared to that of the Fourth World Congress represented a 
deviation to the left. Further historical developments have shown (e.g. through the 
Popular Front governments in France and Spain) that the Fourth World Congress 
had given the right orientation by declaring possible situations in which communists 
could enter a government that did not yet have one Government is the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, but is still formed within the framework of the bourgeois state. 


The Fifth World Congress, on the other hand, forced the tactics of the communist 
parties into a framework that was too rigid within which they could not do so. in the 
to adapt their policies to changing conditions as necessary. 


7. On the trade union question, the Fifth World Congress consistently defended 
the line given by Lenin against all attempts by the ultra-left to replace the slogan: 
“Work in the reformist unions to conquer them’ with the slogan: “Out of the 
reformist ones Unions. Destruction of unions”. 


The sabotage of these Comintern directives by the ultra-left was one of the most 
important reasons for the Executive Committee's intervention in the internal party 
struggle of the KPD and for the removal of the Ruth Fischer clique from the 
leadership of the party. 


8. The Fifth World Congress became an important milestone and to some extent 
a turning point in the history of the communist parties and the Third World 
Congress. International. For the first time they were faced with the task of solving 
the problems of the international workers' movement without Lenin, with the task 
of correcting serious right-wing errors without allowing themselves to be pushed 
too far to the opposite side. 
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How difficult this is was already evident in the Ill. World Congress, shown on the 
occasion of the Levi crisis in the KPD in connection with the March Action of 1921. 
At that time it took all of Lenin's wisdom to find the right path to the solution and all 
of his authority to implement this solution. Because not only some radicalized petty- 
bourgeois intellectuals like Ruth Fischer were pushing in the direction of left-wing 
exaggerations, but also the best revolutionary workers of the KPD, who, outraged 
by Levi's treacherous opportunism and full of hatred for the counter-revolutionary 
social democracy, had little understanding for maneuvering, no matter how 
necessary but wanted to put an end to the opportunistic mess as quickly and as 
radically as possible. 


In his “Letter to the German Communists,” Lenin had written at the time: “In the 
international communist movement in the summer of 1921, the “crucial point” was 
that some of the best and most influential parts of the Communist International ... 
carried out a little bit of the “struggle against exaggerated centrism, exceeded a 
little the limit beyond which this struggle turns into a sport, beyond which the 
compromise of revolutionary Marxism begins. ... The exaggeration was not great. 
But its danger was enormous. The fight against "This exaggeration was serious; 
because the exaggeration was committed by the really best, most loyal elements, 
without whom the Communist International would probably not exist at all. But an 
exaggeration, even if only a very slight one, can prevent victory." 


(Lenin, Works Vol. XXVI, p. 602/03) 


Despite all efforts not to deviate from the line set by Lenin, the Fifth World Congress 
of the Cl was unable to avoid exaggeration of the type described by Lenin above. 
However, this exaggeration was not yet very large and it was still relatively easy to 
correct. 


9. A first effect of this shift in the tactics of the KPD and the Comintern to the left 
was the position on the Reich presidential election in the spring of 1925. It was a 
sectarian mistake that the KPD maintained Thalmann's candidacy in the second 
round of voting instead of the initiative for the nomination a candidate of the SPD 
or even the bourgeois left against the candidate of the monarchist reaction. 
Hindenburg, (cf. the attitude of the communist parties today on similar occasions, 
e.g. in France, Italy, Austria...). Such an attitude would have been necessary 
above all to convey to the masses the experience that the KPD is the party that 
unites all forces in the fight against reaction. 
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10. In connection with the consolidation of the relative stabilization of capitalism and the 
growth of the monarchist danger, as well as after its liberation from the ultra-left (Ruth Fischer 
and Co.), the leadership of the KPD with Ernst Thalmann at the head only abandoned the 
tactic of the united front at the bottom again and went back to using the tactics of the "united 
front from below and above". The use of the tactics of mobilizing the masses for the united 
front while simultaneously approaching the leaders of the SPD and the ADGB was already 
carried out in 1926 in the campaign for The expropriation of princes achieved a great, 
exemplary success, which, however, remained the only major success of the united front 
tactics in this entire period of relative stabilization. This was not least due to the fact that the 
sectarian tendencies in the strategy and tactics of the KPD (and the Comintern) since 1927, 
but especially from 1928 onwards, again and to an increasing extent. 


11. This was reflected in the resolutions of the IV RGI Congress in 1928 
(March-April 1928) and the VI. World Congress of Al (July-September 1928). 


The situation at that time was characterized by the following moments: 


a) Growing willingness of the workers to fight against the increasingly bold offensive of 
the employers; Left-wing development of the masses (result of the Reichstag elections in 
1928). 


b) Increasingly rightward development of the leaders of the SPD and the reformist trade 
unions, entry into the government, "merging" with the state apparatus, intensified struggle 
against the revolutionary workers, rigorous exclusion policy of the trade union leaders, open 
turning of the social democracy into the anti-Soviet imperialist war front (E. Thalmann, 
Speeches and Essays, Vol. |, p. 630). 


c) Growing influence of the KPD in the unions and companies 
(Results of the works council elections). 


d) First signs of economic slowdown and entry into one 
new period of intensified class struggles. 


12. In this situation, violent differences arose again in the KPD and the entire Cl over 
questions of strategy and tactics. The basis of these differences was a different assessment 
of the stability of capitalism and the stability of the influence of social democracy, particularly 
the reformist trade union leadership, on the working class. (See E. Thalmann, ibid., Vol. |, 
pp. 452-475, from the presentation at the Essen (XI.) Party Congress, and pp. 617-623, 
speech at the VI World Congress of the Cl.) 
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13. The leadership of the KPD and KI assessed the situation in such a way that 
now was the time to finally and relatively easily overcome the mass influence of 
the SPD and trade union leadership (note 12). they held 
The time has therefore come to accelerate the social democratic workers’ turning 
away from them by intensified attacks on these leaders. 


That's why it was decided at the IV RGI Congress to place the emphasis of the 
united front policy in the trade unions on the “united front from below" and to move 
on from the RGO to triggering economic struggles and leading them independently, 
even against the will and resistance of the trade union leadership. 


The VI made corresponding decisions along the party line. World Al Congress. 
(Note 13) 


The mistake of this reorientation was not that the aim was to take the lead in 
economic struggles independently, where necessary and possible, over the head 
of the reformist trade union bureaucracy. The basic error of the reorientation in 
united front tactics initiated in 1928 lay in the incorrect analysis of the balance of 
power and the enemy's strategy and tactics, in the overestimation of the degree 
and pace of radicalization and revolutionization of the masses as well as of one's 
own forces and in the overestimation of the strength of the influence of the 
reformists Leader. Therefore, the RGO overestimated the possibilities for 
successfully conducting economic struggles and forced such struggles without 
sufficient examination of the chances of success. This tactic had to bring about 
such an intensification of the struggle between the SPD and KPD and within the 
trade unions that the common interests of all workers took second place, without 
the social democratic workers and those following social democracy understanding 
the need for such an escalation therefore saw the communists as the fomenters 
of the fratricidal struggle. This did not make it easier to establish a unified battle 
front against the common enemy, but made it more difficult. (Note 14) 


14. While the speed of revolutionizing the masses was overestimated, the 
possibility of effectively putting pressure on the right-wing SPD and trade union 
leaders was underestimated. The entry of the SPD into government did not make 
further use of the united front tactics from below and above impossible, but on the 
contrary created particularly favorable conditions for its effective use (see, for 
example, the current attitude of the Communist Party in France). . (Note 15) 
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15. A further expression of the deviation in the direction of left-wing sectarianism 
was the renewed schematic labeling of all left-wing SPD leaders as the most 
dangerous enemies of the workers' movement (note 16). 


This error arises from a simplistic, schematic view of the turn of social democratic 
workers to communism. It is expressed most clearly in a statement by Ernst 
Thalmann at the expanded EKKI presidium in February 1930: “At this moment, 
this policy of the ‘left' social democracy plays a major role because it is a major 
obstacle for the social democratic workers who want to... want to join the 
communist party.” (E. Thalmann, ibid., vol. Il, p. 316) 


According to this view, these workers do not come directly from the SPD to the 
KPD. because they are prevented from doing so by the left-wing SPD leaders. In 
reality, the matter is the other way around: Because many social democratic 
workers leaning towards the left cannot decide to make a sudden break with their 
party, that is, with their own past, the emergence of a social democratic left is a 
legitimate and essentially positive one evaluative fact because symptoms of the 
progressive differentiation process within social democracy can be noticed. The 
danger of this development is that if we do not seek fraternal and comradely 
cooperation with these leftists, but rather push them back and make demands on 
the left-wing social democratic workers that they are not yet ready to fulfill, "left" 
leaders with quotation marks. 


Enemies of communism, agents of the class enemy, Trotskyists, leading these 
workers astray. (as happened later with SAP in some cases) 


History has also proven that it was (and is) wrong to describe every left-wing social 
democratic leader as a conscious and even the most dangerous enemy of 
communism (otherwise it would not be possible that in our party there are quite a 
few former... leading members of the SAP have proven themselves to be good 
comrades). 


16. In Ernst Thalmann's speech at the Essen party conference and in the 
resolution of the VI. The World Congress also echoes the theory of social fascism 
that was developed shortly afterwards. The - certainly existing - points of contact 
between social democracy and fascism are mentioned (as would be the case 
later), without even mentioning the very essential differences (cf. E. Thalmann, 
see above, vol. |, p. 463 ; see also note 17) 
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17. The tactical reorientation met with strong criticism and opposition, but it was not 
uniform. The Brandler group fought the party's tactical turn from essentially social democratic 
positions. 


Just as in 1923 the ultra-left had been right in their criticism of the right-wing opportunist 
views and the policies of the Brandler leadership, without their own position being a more 
correct, Leninist position, the right were now right in criticizing the left-wing exaggerations 
right, without having therefore ceased to represent a right-wing, opportunist, social 
democratic deviation within the KPD. 


a) Not only were they of the opinion that the party had underestimated the influence of 
the reformist party and especially the trade union leaders on the working masses and had 
overestimated their level of political maturity (and they were right), but they also upheld the 
party's assessment and the Al believes that the stabilization of capitalism is rotten and 
unstable. So they shared the social democratic view of the strength and durability of this 
stabilization. 


b) Their criticism of the underestimation of the strength of the mass influence of the 
reformists did not arise from a more realistic assessment of the balance of power, but from 
the opposite error of overestimating this influence - disbelief in the power of the party and 
the desire to adapt to social democracy (solution of production control as an echo of the 
slogan of economic democracy; slogan "Force the bigwigs" as a hidden expression of the 
view that the RGO should not and cannot lead independent economic struggles against the 
trade union bureaucracy (see E. Thalmann's presentation at the XII. 


Party Congress and the Xth Plenum of the EKKI, ibid., Vol. Il). (Note 18) 


Rejecting and combating this attitude was necessary. But at the same time, sectarian 
mistakes were made, which Comrade Pieck highlighted at the Seventh World Congress. 
(Note 14) 


These mistakes were not a coincidence, but resulted from the wrong orientation, according 
to which the transition to independent leadership of economic struggles was not primarily 
aimed at fending off attacks by entrepreneurs, but rather at opening the decisive battle 
against social democracy as a frontal attack. 


c) The character of the right as a social democratic deviation within the KPD was most 
clearly expressed in the way in which they led the fight against the party leadership and the 
party line. 


38 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Still with Lenin's decisive sympathy, the III. The World Congress of the Cl included 
thesis 51 in its guiding principles on the organizational structure of the communist 
parties: “But even if the decision of the organization or the party leadership is flawed in 
the opinion of other members, these comrades must never forget in their public 
appearance that the worst disciplinary offenses and the worst mistake in combat is to 
disrupt or even break the unity of the common front. 


It is the primary duty of every party member to defend the Communist Party and 
especially the Communist International against all enemies of communism. Anyone 
who forgets this and, on the contrary, publicly attacks the party or the Communist 
International is to be treated as an opponent of the party." 

(Theses and resolutions of the II! World Congress of Al, 1921, Hoym) 


By grossly violating these demands, they called into question the existence of the KPD 
as a communist party and joined the ranks of the enemies of communism. 


d) The fight against the right-wingers in the KPD also had to be waged with the 
utmost severity because they were in fact a kind of German section of the right-wingers 
in the CPSU (E. Thalmann, ibid., vol. Il, p. 175). At that time, under the leadership of 
Bukharin, these had formed to attack the party line, with a program that effectively 
amounted to capitulation to the difficulties of socialist construction. (Stalin, Works Vol. 
11, pp. 262-277, and Vol. 12, pp. 17-24). 


However, the party's tactical turn also met with strong resistance from large sections of 
active and good party workers at the grassroots level. because they felt and saw that 
this turn of events would make their work in the trade unions more difficult, endanger 
the positions they had already won and alienate them from the mass of trade union 
members. This is what z. B. the report of the Central Committee to the 12th Party 
Congress (note 19) and E. Thalmann at the expanded EKKI plenum in February 1930 
(E. Thalmann. ibid., Vol. Il, p. 321). 


18. From the fact that this turn and its intensified continuation in the time of the global 
economic crisis was a turn towards sectarianism. It also explains why, even after the 
right-wing was expelled from the party and after the Compromiser group was liquidated, 
all subsequent decisions of the KPD and the Cl repeatedly stated that right-wing 
deviations from the party line represented the main danger. 


The constant criticism of the line taken did not just result from that 
Opportunism of individual elements affected by social democracy, 
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but also because this line contradicted the needs of the practical struggle to win the 
majority. and decided to create the fighting unity of the working class against its main 
enemy, German imperialism, which is moving towards fascism. 


Summary: 


At the beginning of the period of relative stabilization of capitalism and the system of 
bourgeois rule in Germany and Europe, there was a relatively small step to the left of 
the course of Leninist strategy and tactics (5th World Congress), which was marked 
by the obvious implementation of this, albeit only a relative one Stabilization is initially 
corrected. 


However, with the appearance of new signs of a resurgence of the revolutionary 
wave, there is a resumption of the path that leads to the left of the path of Leninism's 
strategy and tactics. 


Whether this deviation was recognized in time and overcome - or maintained - 
depended on whether the KPD and the Cl would meet the major challenges of the 
coming period with a truly Marxist-Leninist strategy and tactics. 


c) During the period of the global economic crisis 


The outbreak of the global economic crisis and the resulting shaking of the capitalist 
order strengthened the conviction among the leadership of the Communist International 
and the KPD that the VI. World Congress and the IVth RGI Congress is the only 
correct course in order to reach the goal, ie the victory of the proletariat in Germany, 

by the shortest and most direct route, taking advantage of the favorable objective 
conditions. 


That is why this course was not corrected, but on the contrary was tightened at almost 
every meeting of the EKKI and the Central Committee of the KPD. Below is a short 
compilation of the statements on the most important questions of strategy and tactics 
in the period from the 12th Party Congress of the KPD to the XIII. EKKI plenum. 


1. To assess the situation of capitalism and the revolutionary movement 


a) In contrast to the assessment of the social democrats, the right 
(Brandlerians) and the Compromisers, the assessment proved to be relative 
Stabilization as temporary and rotten by the Al and the leadership of the KPD as well 
as their prediction of the imminent replacement of this stabilization by one 
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new crisis and, as a result, a new revolutionary upswing as the only correct thing. 


b) The Cl and the KPD also correctly pointed out that this crisis would of course 
not lead to an automatic collapse of capitalism, because there is no absolutely 
hopeless situation for the bourgeoisie, but that it is the task of the communist 
parties to resolve the situation to make the bourgeoisie hopeless. 


c) The assessment of the Cl and the KPD was nevertheless not completely 
free of elements of hope for a spontaneous, elementary revolution of the masses, 
especially of the social democratic workers, and of a certain underestimation of 
the economic and political possibilities of the bourgeoisie to find a way out of the 
crisis to find. 


It also did not recognize in time that the crisis had reached its lowest point in the 
fall of 1932, but expected the crisis to deepen and worsen even further, which 
meant that the correction of strategic and tactical errors was delayed even after 
the victory of fascism in Germany. 

(Note 20) 


2. Assessment of social democracy 


a) The beginning and intensification of the crisis reinforced the view that social 
democracy was heading towards rapid disintegration and that the vast majority of 
social democratic workers would find their way to the KPD. 


The same expectation was held with regard to the reformist trade unions, which 
led to the decision of the Fifth RGI Congress in September 1930 to expand the 
RGO in Germany into its own trade union movement. (Note 21) 


The leadership of the KPD therefore felt that a combination of united front tactics 


from below with an approach to the top of the SPD and the free trade unions was 
less necessary than ever. At the same time, she believed this to be less possible 
than ever because the right-wing SPD and trade union leaders were actively 
carrying out capital's offensive against the working class and the fascisation of the 
Weimar Republic more and more openly and shamelessly (Herrmann-Muller 
government) or through their toleration policy made possible (under Brüning- 
Papen-Schleicher). For this reason, the relationship with the leadership of the SPD 
and the Free Trade Unions was not changed. when the expectation of a rapid 
waning of their mass influence had proven deceptive. 
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b) During this entire period, the Cl and the KPD characterized the social democratic 
parties and especially the SPD as social-fascist parties, the mainstay of the bourgeoisie, 
against which the main thrust should be waged. The left-wing Social Democrats (including 
Seydewitz) were seen as the most dangerous variant of social fascism, which needed to 
be fought particularly fiercely. 


c) Although the characterization of the policy of the right-wing socialist leaders as a 
policy of the most shameful betrayal of the interests of the working class and the paving 
of the way for fascism was completely correct, the main conclusions drawn from this by 
the Cl and the KPD were erroneous. 

This applies above all to the theory of “social fascism”; the assessment of the SPD as 
the main support of the bourgeoisie until 1933 and the thesis that the main thrust must 
be waged against the SPD. 


3. On the theory of “social fascism” 


The essence of this theory was formulated by the Xth EKKI Plenum (July 1929) as 
follows: "A special form of fascism in countries with strong social democratic parties is 
social fascism." (Material Party University. 

p. 175) 


The XI. EKKI plenum (April 1931) made the following statements: "The social 
democracy ... is the most active factor and pacemaker in the fascization of the capitalist 
state." (ibid., p. 214) 


Ernst Thalmann makes the following statements, among others: "Social fascism (is) the 
weapon carrier of the fascist dictatorship." (E. Thalmann, speeches and essays, vol. 2, 
p. 379, - March plenum 1930 of the Central Committee of the KPD) 


“If, for example, a representative of national fascism has recently joined the Thuringian 
government, this proves that national fascism is gradually moving away from its original, 
unbridled agitation and, within the framework of the constitution of the German Republic, 
is being given similar tasks for the implementation of the Young Plan social fascism. The 
most recent developments in Germany in particular show a progressive fusion of social 
fascism with national fascism." (Speeches and essays, vol. 2, p. 312. - Executive 
President of the EKKI, February 1930) 


“But even worse is the fact that... tendencies toward a liberal opposition between fascism 
and bourgeois democracy, between Hitler's party and social fascism, have emerged in 


our ranks. ... . Even in the ranks of the revolutionary proletariat, not without our fault, 
there were, at least unconsciously, sentiments as if Braun-Severing was perhaps one 
after all 
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would be a ‘lesser evil’ compared to a Hitler-Goebbels government in Prussia.” 
(Some errors in our theoretical and practical work and the way to overcome them" 
- In: "Die Internationale", November-December 1931, issue 11/12) 


“The 11th Plenum ... struck a blow against any liberal comparison of these two 
pillars of the capitalist system. We in Germany... have implemented the correct 
view in accordance with Stalin's definition of the twins in the face of many divergent 
and unclear views. 

One can say that the entire political development in Germany over the last few 
years provides a clear lesson in the correctness of Stalin's thesis, according to 
which fascism and social fascism are not opponents, but twins, which are not 
mutually exclusive but complement each other." (3rd party conference of the KPD 
“In the fight against the fascist dictatorship’) 


Various points were cited to justify this view, according to which social democracy 
could be the bearer of a fascist dictatorship just as well as Hitler's fascism. 


1. Both, social democracy and National Socialism or the fascist movement, 
are pillars of the capitalist order. 


2. Both must therefore defend this order with the means that the objective 
conditions make necessary. 


3. In the time of the deepening economic crisis and the increasingly intensifying 
class struggle, the defense of capitalism requires the use of fascist methods, 
which is why all bourgeois parties, including the social democracy, must fascize 
themselves, become the pacesetters and carriers of the fascist dictatorship. 


4. For this reason, social democracy and fascism are “twin brothers”. 
This thesis of Stalin's from 1924 has now acquired new relevance and provided 
the theoretical justification for the labeling of the SPD as "social fascist" 


Political party. 


5. In the practice of social democracy and the tactics of the bourgeoisie there 
were many moments that seemed to confirm this theory. Such moments were 
mentioned at the various congresses and meetings of the KPD and the Cl: The 
merger of the leaders of the social democracy with the state apparatus and finance 
capital; the use of fascist methods by social democratic state functionaries against 
revolutionary workers (May 1, 1929, RFB ban, etc.); the open toleration of Brüning 
and the veiled toleration of Papen-Schleicher; the 
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willingness of social democratic leaders to cooperate with Nazis in government (Leipart- 
Strasser); the active role of social democracy in the anti-Soviet war front, etc. etc. 


Nevertheless, the theory of "social fascism" was based on false assumptions. It was a 
mechanical, false continuation of Lenin's characterization of the development of social 
democracy into social imperialism and social chauvinism. 


The term "social imperialism" fully characterizes the evolution of social democracy, which 
was caused by the open conversion of (most) parties to the Second World War. 
International in the camp of imperialism came to light at the outbreak of the First World 
War. 


The term "social chauvinism" characterized the associated adoption of a certain 
imperialist ideology by the social democratic leaders in order to contaminate the working 
class and to make the corresponding chauvinist policies of the bourgeoisie palatable to 
the workers or even to carry them out themselves. In contrast, there is nothing new 
about fascism that he serves imperialism - that's what social democracy has done and 
has been doing for a long time, not even his "ideology" - that is largely a hodgepodge of 
older reactionary ideas. The essence of fascism is rather that it is a different form of 
exercising the rule of imperialism than bourgeois democracy, namely "the open terrorist 
dictatorship of the most reactionary, chauvinistic and imperialist elements of finance 
capital." (Theses of the XIII. EKKI- Plenum from December 1933, in PHS material, p. 
266, repeated at VII. 


World Congress of Al.) 


The aim of this dictatorship is "the bloody destruction of the entire workers’ movement", 
as the resolution of the Polburo of the Central Committee of the KPD of June 4, 1930 
correctly states (On the history of the KPD, ... p. 265), i.e. not just the revolutionary 
vanguard of the working class, as the VI World Congress of the Al had formulated in the 
program of the Al. (Note 22) 


The phrase “social fascism” would only be correct if the SPD could become the bearer 

of the fascist dictatorship, that is, the open, terrorist dictatorship over the entire working 
class and its organizations, without ceasing to be a social democracy. That is, the 
agency of the bourgeoisie, whose specific value for the bourgeoisie lies in the fact that it 
has the trust of a significant part of the organized working class. But this is impossible. 
The social democracy can be the direct bearer of bourgeois rule only on the condition 
that the bourgeoisie gives it a minimum of scope for representation more economical and 


44 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


political demands of the working class, that is, on the condition that a minimum 
level of bourgeois democracy is still maintained. 


Where the bourgeoisie can no longer or does not want to guarantee this minimum 
(such as in the global economic crisis in Germany), the social democracy cannot 
remain the governing party without jeopardizing its specific value for the 


bourgeoisie, namely, large parts of the working class To discourage a shift towards 
communism. 


It is true that social democracy can also govern using the bloodiest means of 
violence (Noske, Zdrgiebel). but, firstly, only when this use of force is directed 
against only a section of the working class (not, for example, against the free trade 
unions on which it itself relies), and secondly, usually only as an exception, not as 
the main method of its government. 


In order to exercise the fascist dictatorship, the bourgeoisie must therefore create 

other instruments for itself, not because social democracy and fascism would form 
irreconcilable opposites in terms of the class content of their politics, but because 

of the way in which both seek to protect the bourgeoisie from the onslaught of the 

working class , are different in their main accent. 


Even if social democracy cannot itself be the carrier of the fascist dictatorship 
without giving up itself as social democracy, it is still of great importance for the 
bourgeoisie in the transition phase from bourgeois democracy to fascist 
dictatorship. In this critical situation for the bourgeoisie of the transition from one 
form of power to the other, where it is no longer standing on one foot and not yet 
firmly on the other, social democracy has the function of shielding the bourgeoisie 
against the attacks of the working class. 

Whether or not it can fulfill this function depends largely on whether the Communist 
Party allows it to play this role. 


For all of the reasons mentioned, labeling social democracy as “social fascism” or 
“twin brother” of fascism is not only tactically inexpedient, but also incorrect and 
inaccurate in terms of content. (Note 23) 


This mislabeling of social democracy arises from at least the following other errors: 


Firstly, a completely one-sided assessment of social democracy based only on 
the policies of the right-wing leaders, with complete disregard of the proletarian 
potential within the social democratic party; 


secondly, a false understanding of the relationship between bourgeois democracy 
and fascism and 
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thirdly, an incorrect analysis of the regrouping and shift of forces in the camp of 
the bourgeoisie during the Brining-Papen-Schleicher governments. 


4. Disregard of the proletarian potential in the SPD 


There can be no doubt that the vast majority of members and supporters of the 
SPD and the Free Trade Unions hated fascism, wanted to fight against it, and, not 
least, supported the SPD precisely because they saw it as an anti-fascist force. 


If one nevertheless regards social democracy as the "moderate wing of fascism", 
then one must either assume that social democracy is shifting its social basis to 
layers that are not anti-fascist but are fascist in mood, or that the proletarian 
masses, on which the leadership of the Social Democracy is supported, are 
incapable of exerting any influence on the politics of the Social Democracy. That 
is, that the leadership of this party, the SPD, can pursue a policy without having to 
take into account the social composition and the objective class interests of its 
supporters. In in fact the KPD went 

when the theory of social fascism was developed, as already shown. that the 
social democracy would shift the focus of its social base from the industrial 
proletariat to the petty bourgeoisie, as an inevitable result of the rightward turn of 
the social democratic leadership and the leftward development of the social 
democratic workers (cf. 12th Party Congress of the KPD). 


However, to assume that such a development could be the intention of the 
bourgeoisie or the social democratic leadership, or that they would simply be 
indifferent to such a development, was to assume that they would voluntarily 
abandon the proletarian supporters of social democracy to communism a huge 
underestimation of experience, maneuverability. Maneuverability and cleverness 
of the class enemy and his henchmen. 


After a very short time it became clear that the assumption that the center of 
gravity of the social basis of social democracy would automatically shift from the 
proletariat to the petty bourgeoisie was a miscalculation. The decisive social basis 
of social democracy remained the workers organized in the free trade unions and 
in the other proletarian organizations dominated by social democracy (cf. E. 
Thalmann, vol. 2, pages 110, 370, 375/76, 388/89, 467/ 68, 470; - see also note 
24). 
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Under these circumstances, the theory of social fascism could only be maintained if 
one assumed that the proletarian, anti-fascist masses had no possibility of exerting any 
influence on the leadership of the Social Democratic Party in favor of the fight against 
fascism, that is, if one assumed the SPD Despite its proletarian following, it was no 
longer viewed as a “bourgeois workers’ party" but only as a bourgeois party whose 
policies were determined exclusively by the bourgeoisie and not in the least by 
consideration of the interests of its own supporters: with such an assessment of social 
democracy It is inevitable that not only the opportunist subordination to the social 
democracy, which under Brandler hid behind the slogan "Force the bigwigs", is fought, 
but also every policy that attempts to put the leadership of the SPD under pressure 
from the masses, in order to force them to give in to this pressure to represent certain 
demands of the workers or to keep certain promises. 


Apart from the fact that the view that the right-wing leadership of social democracy can 
do whatever it wants without regard to the class interests of the working masses 
represents a departure from historical materialism in the direction of voluntarism and 
an underestimation of the role of the popular masses, the following contradiction arose 
in the Assessment of social democracy by the KPD: On the one hand, people believe 
that it is not possible. to cause the social democratic workers to exert such pressure on 
their leaders that it would force them to follow up their words about the fight against 
fascism with actions or at least prevent them from encouraging the fascist process. 


On the other hand, the level of consciousness of the social democratic workers was 
considered to be so developed. that it was assumed that, at our request, they would be 
prepared to fight together with the KPD against their leaders. (See. 

Thalmann, Vol. 2, page 383) 


Practice very soon refuted both the view that the Social Democratic leaders did not 
need or could not take their proletarian supporters into account, and the other view that 
the mass of the Social Democratic workers were prepared to fight with the KPD against 
their leaders . The corresponding facts were also recorded by the leadership of the 
KPD, without, however, deriving from this the need to correct the line towards the 
Social Democrats. Rather, it temporarily drew the opposite conclusion, namely that of 
intensifying the main thrust against social democracy. 


In her attitude to the SPD's maneuvers, which were forced by the pressure of the 
masses, she only assumed this. that these maneuvers are the social democrats 
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was intended to discourage workers from joining the KPD and tried to thwart this 
intention by exposing them to the masses and exposing them with words. However, it 
expressly rejected such a form of thwarting these maneuvers as opportunistic, which, 
through stubbornly repeated approaches to the leadership of the Social Democrats, 
constantly presented them with the alternative of either following up their radical words 
with deeds, or themselves in front of the masses through deeds to expose them as 
fraudsters and liars. (Note 25) 


This false, one-sided assessment of social democracy only by its right-wing leaders, 
disregarding its proletarian members and followers, formed an essential basis for the 
false theory of social fascism and for the sectarian errors that flow from it. 


5. Misconceptions about the relationship between bourgeois democracy and fascism 


Another basis for the incorrect assessment of social democracy as “social fascism” can 
be found in the erroneous equation of bourgeois democracy with the fascist dictatorship. 


The undeniable truth that both bourgeois democracy and fascism. Forms of the 
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie have been exaggerated to the dangerously false 
conclusion that for the proletariat one form and the other are equally worth fighting 
against. The view that it was also in the interest of the working class to defend bourgeois 
democracy against the fascist threat was branded as opportunism. (Note 26) This false 
conclusion arose, firstly, from the desire to destroy the social democratic theory of the 
"lesser evil"; 


secondly, from the already mentioned misunderstanding of the true meaning of the 
regrouping of forces in the camp of the German bourgeoisie; 


thirdly, from the fact that the KPD supports both bourgeois democracy and fascism, 
judged primarily from the standpoint of the desired end goal, the dictatorship of the 
proletariat (i.e. from a standpoint that was projected from the future into the present) 


rather than from the standpoint of the present interests of the German proletariat 
threatened by fascism. 


As is well known, the SPD leaders justified their treacherous toleration of Brüning and 
later their call for the election of Hindenburg with the declaration that 
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Brüning and Hindenburg (like Papen and Schleicher later) were the lesser evil compared to 
Hitler - and in order to avoid the greater, one had to tolerate the lesser evil. 


In an effort to prove that this "theory" is false and dangerous and only designed to pave the 
way for fascism, the KPD not only declared that in order to prevent the greater evil, one must 
fight against the lesser evil, that one had to resist right from the beginning, but ultimately 
came to deny any difference between a Brüning government and a Hitler government, and 
even between a Braun-Severing government and a Hitler-Goebbels government. (Note 27) 


The doctrinal bias in such a scheme prevented the KPD from understanding the real meaning 
of the transitions from the first to the second Brüning government. from Brüning to Papen 
and from Papen to Schleicher to recognize quite correctly how, on the other hand, the 
misinterpretation of these changes increased the bias in this erroneous scheme. 


In my opinion, the most important factors for correctly interpreting the path from the Muller 
government via Briining-Papen-Schleicher to Hitler are the following: 


a) the constant worsening of the global economic crisis until the autumn of 1932 and the 
resulting political crisis of bourgeois rule in Germany. 


b) the aversion and fear of German monopoly capital before an establishment 
the fascist dictatorship through a coup in memory of the consequences of the Kapp Putsch 
in 1920. 


c) from this arises the necessity of creating a fascist mass movement in order to be able to 
establish the fascist dictatorship through parliamentary, “constitutional” means. 


d) the fierce competition between the different groups of monopoly capital for the control 
of this new instrument to ensure the dictatorship of capital, as well as the differences of 
opinion about the way in which it should be used. 


When considering the consequences of a further deepening of the crisis, the KPD 
overestimated one side, the revolutionization of the masses, but at the same time 
underestimated the other side, namely the increased efforts of the bourgeoisie to establish a 
complete fascist dictatorship . 


The KPD, but above all the leadership of the KI, had an incorrect idea of the conditions for 
the establishment of the fascist dictatorship in Germany. 
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This led, for example, B. Manuilski on the XI. EKKI plenum: “The establishment of 
the fascist dictatorship can take place in various ways: gradually, that is, on the so- 
called ‘dry' path, where there is a strong social democracy that disarms the 
proletariat by calling on it to to remain on the ground of legalism, handing over one 
position after another to fascism and leading the proletariat to capitulate to it, such 
as: B. in Austria. In carrying out the fascist dictatorship 'on dry ground’ 


the German social democracy works. But precisely because there is a strong 
communist party in Germany that mobilizes the workers day in and day out to fight 
against the fascist bourgeois dictatorship, the Austrian way of implementing the 
fascist dictatorship is out of the question for Germany." (ibid., p. 42/43) 


In reality, the strength of the KPD was a decisive reason why the German 
bourgeoisie did not dare to carry out a coup in 1932/33, because it carried the 
danger, even more than in 1920, that the right-wing SPD and trade union leaders 
would no longer convince their supporters of a common one could hold back 
defensive action with the communist workers. Precisely for this reason, the clever 
strategic plan of the decisive part of the German bourgeoisie, which knew how to 
correctly assess the possibilities and limits of all its auxiliary forces, was aimed at 
carrying out the transition to the fascist dictatorship in a "legal" way, in order to 
also support the right-wing SPD and... To give trade union leaders the greatest 
possible opportunity to evade and maneuver in the face of possible communist 
offers of a united front. All of the above-mentioned and other errors and errors 
contributed to the KPD vastly underestimating the danger of Hitler's fascism for 
the workers’ movement (note 28). The main error was this that it did not clearly 
recognize to the end that the goal of all groups of German monopoly capital since 
the replacement of the Hermann Muller government was the inclusion of the 


Nazis in the government, the replacement of one pillar of their rule - the SPD - by 
the other - the NSDAP - was and had to be. 


Instead of understanding Bruning, Papen, Schleicher as stages in the development 
of a unified, albeit contradictory, process that aimed at the full development of the 
fascist dictatorship with the NSDAP as a basis, the KPD viewed the stage of this 
process reached in each case statically, so to speak, as an independent form of 
the already established fascist dictatorship (how far there were beginnings of a 
correct assessment, see note 26!). For a long time, during the Brüning government, 
the mutual exploitation of the Social Democrats and the NSDAP was seen as the 
form of fascist exercise specific to Germany 
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Dictatorship that would lead to a “fusion” of “social fascism” with “national fascism”. 
(Note 29) 


But it must also be said that if the German bourgeoisie had consciously aimed to 
strengthen and entangle the communists more deeply in their erroneous views and 
false ideas about social democracy and the relationship between bourgeois democracy 
and fascism, they would hardly have a more suitable solution can be found as the 
Brüning era from March 1930 to May 1932. 


A correct analysis was also made difficult for the KPD by the fact that it obviously had 
insufficient knowledge of the internal bitter struggles between the various groups of 
monopoly capital for the leading role in the establishment of the fascist dictatorship 
and of the balance of power between the individual groups. Knowledge of these 
battles provides the key to understanding the political constellation and the sequence 
of events that ended with the handover of power to Hitler. One of the greatest crimes 
of the right-wing Social Democratic leaders is that they knew about these internal 
processes and plans, but kept them secret from the German working class instead of 
sounding the alarm. 


6. Final destination Soviet Germany 


Despite the growing fascist danger, the strategic objective of the KPD until January 
30, 1933 (and long after!) remained "Soviet Germany", i.e. the immediate struggle for 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 


Today, after all the experiences that history has given us, it is of course easy to see 
that this was a serious mistake. But back then it was very difficult to find the solution 
that seems so obvious to us today. But it should only be remembered that even the 
VIlth World Congress of the Cl and the Brussels Conference of the KPD stuck to the 
slogan “Soviet Germany” as the main slogan! In the KI program, which was decided 
by the Vith World Congress, it said Section: “The struggle for the world dictatorship 
of the proletariat and the main types of revolution”: “Highly developed capitalist 
countries (United States, Germany, England, etc.) ... 

In these countries the main political 
demand of the program is the immediate transition to the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
(The KI, Material PHS, p. 45/46) 


With this formulation it was expressly rejected that the possibility of transitional or 
intermediate stages on the path to proletarian dictatorship should be considered for 
these countries, as was the case, for example. B. happened for the less capitalistically 
developed countries. 
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As already shown, this statement arose, among other things, from the bad 


experiences that had been made in 1923 with the policies of the "workers' 
government" in Saxony. 


With the outbreak of the global economic crisis, the associated expectation of the 
imminent beginning of the new cycle of proletarian revolutions; With the 
radicalization of the masses and the expectation of the ripening of the revolutionary 
crisis in Germany, the view became even more firmly established that the struggle 
in Germany could and should only be carried out under the slogan of the direct 
fight for socialism, for the proletarian revolution, that everyone Partial demands 
must be linked to this central slogan and subordinated to it. (Program declaration 
for national and social liberation; farmers' aid program; job creation program). 


At the expanded executive committee of the EKKI in February 1930, Manuilski 
stated: “What about the highly developed capitalist countries, where only the 
proletarian revolution is possible? In these countries, bourgeois democracy has 
already passed a phase. Here the partial political demands of the proletariat have 
a distinctly class character. The fact of the existence of the Soviet Union and the 
proletarian dictatorship in the Soviet Union has a decisive influence on the partial 
demands made. 


Can you e.g. B. assume that in the event of an attempted fascist overthrow the 
German party will raise the slogan of universal suffrage and the defense of 
democracy? Or will the communist party, if the 'Red Flag' is banned, become the 
slogan of freedom of the press in general 

set up? Here the ‘freedom’ of the bourgeois press is not threatened by anyone. 
Or will the KPD raise the slogan of freedom of association when an attempt is 
made to drive our party into illegality in Germany? 


The bourgeois parties and their press are the implementers and initiators of the 
fascist dictatorship in Germany. 


That is why the German comrades will fight for the freedom of the workers' press, 
for the freedom of the workers' organizations, for the freedom of the workers’ 
assemblies, because in the advanced capitalist countries the class boundaries are 
so sharply drawn that we cannot ignore this when making partial demands ." (D. 
Manuilski, The Great Depression and the Revolutionary Rise, p. 53/54) 


The more the crisis deepened, the larger the masses of working people looked for 
an anti-capitalist way out of the crisis, the more the leadership increased 
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of the KPD and KI were convinced that the moment was ripening which would enable the KPD to lead 
these masses in an assault against capitalism. 


In somewhat simplified terms, the party saw the situation and the revolutionary one 
Perspective like this: The vast majority of working people in Germany want to put an end to capitalism 
and want socialism, as the election results show: 


Voted for socialism 1930 1932 

the voters of the KPD 4.5 million 5.9 million 

the SPD voters 8.5 million 7.2 million 

the majority of NSDAP voters 6.3 million. approx. 12.0 million 


around 20 million around 25 million 


We must rally this army of millions under our flag. This task must be solved because: We are the only 
ones who can show these masses the path to socialism. 


We are the only ones who can demonstrate socialist deeds and socialist successes, namely the 
successes of socialist construction in the Soviet Union. 


Only we are against any collaboration with the bourgeoisie, for the revolutionary overthrow of the 
capitalist social order. All other parties are coalition parties, government parties. 


We must expose them and they must expose themselves to the masses as pillars of capitalism, and 


the masses disappointed by the SPD and the Nazis will find their way to us if we lead the fight against 
both sharply enough in principle. 


No matter how much seemed to speak for such an assessment at the time, it was still wrong. 


A sober examination of the real balance of power, free from dogmatic bias, was bound to come to a 
different conclusion, even if one ignored the crucial weakness of the KPD, its “Achilles heel,” that is, 
its extremely weak anchoring in the companies. 
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In the elections of 1930 and November 1932 the following were decided: 


1930 1932 
For fascism: 
(NSDAP and DNVP) 8.8 million 14.7 million 
Against fascism: 
(KPD, SPD, Center. Democrats) 19.5 million 18.8 million 
For Soviet Germany (KPD) 4.5 million 5.9 million 
Against Soviet Germany (all others around 30 million/ around 30 million 


Under such circumstances, a policy of declaring war "on all", a policy of multi-front war 
against the government, fascism, the center and social democracy (cf. resolution of the 
3rd party conference of the KPD) under the slogan "For Soviet Germany" had to reflect 
the bourgeoisie's intention to isolate the KPD should be accommodated by the majority 
of the anti-fascist masses through voluntary self-isolation instead of thwarting them. To 
thwart this intention would have required not allowing oneself to be isolated but, 
conversely, isolating the bourgeoisie. 

The possibilities for this were greater than ever, because the bourgeoisie's plan to 
establish a fascist dictatorship was resolutely rejected by the majority of the German 
people, especially by the German working class. 


Therefore, the fight against fascism could and must be the central slogan of the KPD, 
the main chain link in the creation of the united front. The fight against fascism could be 
the platform for the broadest popular front, even extending far beyond the working class, 
in which the KPD, as the most active anti-fascist force, had the best opportunity to gain 
trust and authority among the supporters of the other parties. But all of this was only 
possible if the KPD was prepared to forego demanding that anyone who wanted to fight 
with it against fascism should also fight with it for Soviet Germany and against its own 
social democratic or center leaders . 


The united front against fascism could therefore only come about in time, that is, the 
sabotage of the united front by opponents of this unity could only be combated effectively 
if the KPD gave up the direct link between the fight against fascism and the fight for 
Soviet Germany. 


The need for this was also felt. The party tried to do justice to it by replacing the term 
“proletarian revolution’. 
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The term "People's Revolution" was replaced and the term "Soviet Germany" was replaced 
by "Workers' and Peasants' Republic", but without any change being made to the strategic 
orientation. 


But of course that wasn't enough. It was necessary to recognize that a completely new 
historical situation had arisen, to which none of the usual old schemes fit, but which 
required completely new solutions that had not yet been fixed in any program. It was 
necessary to recognize that in Germany the alternative: capitalism or socialism had been 
pushed off the agenda by the other alternative: victory of fascism over the working class or 
victory of the working class over fascism. 


It was necessary to recognize that - since fascism could only be defeated together with 
allies who were opponents of the proletarian dictatorship - the victory over fascism could 
not yet be synonymous with the victory of the proletarian revolution. 


On the other hand, a victory over fascism meant a defeat of the main force of capitalism, 
monopoly capital, and thus a weakening of the entire capitalist order. A victory over fascism 
could not be a simple return to the bourgeois democracy of the Weimar Republic, but had 
to be a step forward towards a democracy in which the working people, under the 
leadership of the working class, would have won new important positions, a democracy 
which would be an anti-fascist-anti-imperialist popular movement had to. Such a democracy 
would have once again raisetaektprestion of communist participation in a government 
that was no longer a government of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but also no longer 

an ordinary bourgeois-capitalist government. Therefore, the fear of the KPD and the Cl 

that a call to defend democracy against fascism would be tantamount to slipping into the 
position of the SPD with its slogan “Back to Weimar”. 


In order to recognize all this in the situation at that time, however, a radical break with all 
old ideas and a brilliant eye for the new possibilities of the revolutionary movement that 
were only just beginning to emerge in embryonic form, in the darkness of the future, were 
necessary. Lenin had this look, according to him - 

none, not even his best student, Stalin, nor such outstanding leaders of the international 
proletariat as Dimitroff, Thorez and Togliatti. 


The inability to free itself in time from the idea that in Germany the KPD could fight for no 
other immediate goal than the proletarian one 
Revolution, the inability to recognize in time that access to the 
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The fact that the proletarian revolution in 1932 could not be opened by a copy of the 
strategic orientation of 1917, but that new paths had to be sought, was one of the most 
important reasons for the retention of the wrong, sectarian tactics towards social 
democracy, the sectarian distortion of the united front tactics. 


7. About the united front tactic 


The germ of a sectarian distortion lay in the objective of the united front policy, which 
had been given increasing emphasis since the 12th party congress of the KPD. 


In the guiding principles on the united front of the EKKI from December 1921, which was published by the III. 


Confirmed at the World Congress of the Cl, two goals were stated as the goal of the 
united front: 


1. The broadest and most complete unity of practical action 
Mass against the attack of capital. 


2. Winning over the majority of the working class to communism by giving the workers 
the opportunity "to convince themselves through their own experience of the illusions of 
reformism and compromise" (Guidelines... Thesis 3). 


In contrast, since the 12th Party Congress, when setting the objectives for the united 
front, the task of conquering the majority of the working class has been one-sidedly 
overemphasized and pushed to the foreground, largely detached from the other task 
and instead closely linked to the task of "destruction of social democracy" and the 
preparation for the immediate struggle for power. 


In the resolution of the 12th party congress, for example: B. said that the party's tactical 
turn (meaning the united front only "from below") fulfilled "Lenin's prerequisite for the 
struggle for power: the conquest of the majority of the proletariat in the decisive centers, 
without which there would be a victory for the revolution is impossible" (On the history 
of the KPD, page 260). 
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In the already mentioned article in the “Communist International” (issue 25/26) 
about the situation in Germany it was said: “The tactics of the united front from 
below with the social democratic and reformist workers is the strongest means of 
deepening the crisis of social democracy.” 

At the February plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD in 1932, Ernst 


Thalmann declared: “To carry out a revolutionary united front policy, that is to carry 
out a ruthless fight against the social fascists of all shades...” 


The reason for this shift in the task of the united front tactic compared to the 
guiding principles of 1921 lay in the already mentioned incorrect analysis of the 
overall political situation in general and the situation of the social democracy in 
particular. 


In particular, it was the theory of the SPD as the mainstay of the bourgeoisie up to 
January 30, 1933 and beyond that prevented the party from recognizing the 
misconception of its strategic orientation. (Note 30) 


The justification for the thesis of the SPD as the main support of the bourgeoisie 
is the main weakness of the KPD. but not only the KPD, but also the leadership of 
the Communist International after Lenin's death, clearly evident, namely the 
insufficient ability to correctly analyze the constellation of class forces and the 
intentions of the class enemy; the dominance of revolutionary enthusiasm and 
revolutionary impatience over the sober assessment of the real balance of forces 
at a given stage of the class struggle. 


The assessment of the SPD as the main support of the bourgeoisie throughout 
this period is closely linked to the strategic orientation towards the immediate 
struggle for power, with the dogmatic insistence that the situation in the years 
1930 to 1932 corresponded to the situation before October 1917 Russia. 


With such an orientation one inevitably had to come to the conclusion that "the 
SPD is the main danger to the German revolution within the country" and that "one 
must put one's hand on the throat of the German social democracy before the 
proletarian revolution” (From the above-mentioned article in the “Communist 
International’). 


Then one inevitably had to come to the conclusion that social democracy "naturally, 
despite all this ... remains the main obstacle to the proletarian revolution" (Ernst 
Thalmann at the 3rd party conference of the KPD, loc. cit., p. 36), and that " beat 
the social democracy... the most important prerequisite for that 
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"proletarian revolution" means (Ernst Thalmann at the February plenum of the 
KPD 1932, op. cit., p. 37). 


The thesis of the "main support of the bourgeoisie” also did not make a precise 
distinction between the role of social democracy as a support of the bourgeoisie in 


general and the specific role of the SPD as a support of the bourgeoisie within the 
working class. 


If one considers the specific role of the SPD as a support of the bourgeoisie within 
the working class, then one must say that it is actually opposed to all other 
supports of the bourgeoisie in the working class (e.g. Center, Christian unions, 
Hirsch-Duncker unions, Nazis ) played the role of main support until January 30th 
and for a certain period of time until the consolidation of the fascist regime. 


But if one speaks of the SPD as the social mainstay of the bourgeoisie, then that 
is not true. 


Here even the question itself, until wnen the SPD was the social mainstay of the 
bourgeoisie, is wrongly posed; because it is a process of very carefully shifting the 
center of gravity of the social basis of the rule of the bourgeoisie from the working 
class with the SPD as the main support to the petty bourgeoisie with the NSDAP 
as the main support. 


In processes of this kind it is impossible to say: until yesterday the SPD was, from 
today the NSDAP is the social mainstay of the bourgeoisie. 


Everything depends on recognizing the essence of the process, its direction and 
its goal in good time, that is, as early as possible, and further developing your own 
strategy and tactics accordingly. 


So if you look for the point in time from which the KPD would have had to change 
its strategic and tactical orientation, you will not reach your goal if you ask: At what 
point was the SPD no longer the main support? But one must ask: When does the 
reorientation of the bourgeoisie begin to replace the SPD as the main support with 
a main support in the camp of fascism? At what point had this process progressed 
to such an extent that the party absolutely had to use it as an opportunity to 
change its own strategic and tactical orientation? 


A clear indication of the beginning of the German bourgeoisie's reorientation 
towards fascism was the Düsseldorf conference of the Reich Association of 
German Industry in September 1929 and its memorandum from December of the 
same year, entitled "Rise or Decline”. 
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If we had correctly assessed the situation, it would have been necessary to defend it 
against all attacks from the right, without abandoning our fundamental criticism of the 
Hermann Muller government, and to demand that the leadership of the SPD and the Free 
Trade Unions submit the demand to the government to resolutely reject all anti-worker 
advances of capital and to assure it of the full support of the KPD. 


This means that the KPD should have oriented itself towards making it as difficult as 
possible for the right-wing leaders to capitulate to the attacks of capital, supported by and 
closely linked to the social democratic and unionized workers. They should have combined 
a policy of harsh criticism of all the government's reactionary measures with the demand 
to defend the interests of the workers and with the offer to support the Hermann Muller 
government together with the SPD and the free trade unions to enforce these demands. 


Such an attitude was rejected by the leadership of the KPD and the Cl because they 
considered it impracticable and inadmissible, a repetition of the right-wing opportunist 
deviation of the Brandler group, which wanted to pull the SPD from the left wing of the 
bourgeoisie to the right wing of the workers' movement . 


Above all, however, the rejection took place because they considered the situation to be 
ripe to launch a general attack to destroy social democracy as a political force (12th Party 
Congress of the KPD) and because they feared that their illusions would be overshadowed 
by offers to the SPD leadership to nourish them instead of destroying them. 


In fact, it would be blatant opportunism to believe that social democratic parties can be 
transformed from bourgeois workers' parties into genuine workers’ parties as long as the 
rule of imperialism is not broken, or at least shaken to a much greater extent than was the 
case then (and today). case). 


But that wasn't the point at all, it was about forcing the social democratic leaders, supported 
by the social democratic working masses, to lead the fight together with the communists - 
not against capitalism, but against the offensive of capital, and against fascism; So social 
democracy should not be included in an anti-capitalist front, but in an anti-fascist front. The 
fact that this is not an opportunist utopia, but a real possibility and even a necessity 
(because fascism cannot be beaten otherwise) has now been shown on multiple occasions 
(popular front in France and Spain), yes, it is based on this knowledge today to a decisive 
extent the united front policy of the communist parties (also 
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The objection that the social democratic parties in France and other countries only 
agreed to work with the communists after the victory of fascism in Germany is not an 
argument against the fact that the communists had to be ready beforehand to work 
with the leaders of the social democrats against them to join forces with fascism.) 


But the KPD pursued an opposite tactic. Starting from the view that with the transition 
of the bourgeoisie to fascism, all bourgeois parties, including the SPD, would also 

have to fascize themselves, the KPD's tactics were aimed at seeing the social 
democrats move as quickly and as far to the right as possible, so that the social 
democratic ones Workers turn away from it all the more quickly and turn to communism. 


“If we implement a correct policy, the center of gravity of social democracy will shift 
even more than before to the petty bourgeoisie.” 
(Ernst Thalmann, Vol. 2, p. 82). 


The point in time when it was already possible. Recognizing the intentions of the 
bourgeoisie, its reorientation towards fascism, and making a corresponding change in 
its own policy still lies in the period of the Hermann Muller government, around the end 
of 1929 and the beginning of 1930. 


The fall of 1930 (result of the September elections) must be considered the time at 
which the bourgeoisie's plan had already taken shape to such an extent that it was not 
only possible but urgently necessary to change this strategic orientation of the party in 
the direction of the main thrust against fascism 1930). It was concluded that the main 
thrust of the KPD should be directed against the SPD (Note 31). 


In support of this conclusion, the main argument put forward was Stalin's account of 
the strategy and tactics of the Bolsheviks in the period of preparation for the October 
Revolution. At the February plenum in 1932, for example, B. Ernst Thalmann from: “In 
the foreword to his book 'On the Road to October’, Comrade Stalin formulated the 
revolutionary strategy of Leninism in a classic way. He describes the basic strategic 
rule of Leninism as the realization: 


1. that the most dangerous support of the enemies of the revolution in the period of 
approaching revolutionary decision, the compromise parties are; 
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2. that it is impossible to defeat the enemy (Tsarism) without isolating these parties 
or the bourgeoisie); 


3. that, as a result, the strongest fire in the period of preparation for the revolution 
must be directed towards its isolation, towards the detachment of the broad masses of 
the working people from these parties. 


The practical application of this strategy in Germany requires the main thrust against 
social democracy. With its 'left' branches it is the most dangerous support of the 
enemies of the revolution. It is the social mainstay of the bourgeoisie, it is the most 
active factor of fascisation. like the XI. Plenum very correctly expressed it, and at the 
same time it understands in the most dangerous way, as the 'moderate wing of 
fascism’, to trap the masses through their deception maneuvers for the dictatorship of 
the bourgeoisie and for their fascist methods. 


"Beating the social democracy is tantamount to conquering the majority of the 
proletariat and creating the most important prerequisite for the proletarian revolution." 


If the thesis of the “main support” was the result of a dogmatic, undialectical approach, 
the thesis of the “main thrust” was even more so. 


Today we know that the situation before October 1917 allowed no parallel to the 
situation between 1930 and 1933. 


In Russia, the main factor driving the revolution was imperialist war. The most important 
demands of the masses were: peace and land! 


Above all, tsarism had been overthrown. because he opposed the fulfillment of these 
demands. For the same reason, the first provisional government was blown up and 
the last political reserve of the bourgeoisie, the Mensheviks and the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries, were absorbed into the second provisional government (May 1917). 
Because they were the ones who denied peace and land to the people when they 
entered the government, the main blow could and had to be directed against them. 


Under the political conditions in Russia at the time, the masses' turning away from the 
Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries was tantamount to turning to the Bolsheviks, 
precisely because there was no longer a fresh, uncompromised bourgeois party that 
had not been exposed as anti-people. 
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The situation in Germany during the global economic crisis was completely different. 


The main factor in the radicalization of the masses was the economic crisis, the 
impoverishment of the masses caused by it, the ruin of the middle class and the peasants. 


In Russia the facts were clear: the governing parties, which included the Mensheviks 
and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, were responsible for continuing the war. 


But who was responsible for the crisis and its persistence in Germany? Was it a 
particular party or rather a system, the system of capitalism? 


During the crisis, millions of petty bourgeoisie lost their faith in capitalism, began to 
distrust it and even to hate it. They left the openly capitalist parties of the bourgeois 
center to turn to a supposedly anti-capitalist party, the NSDAP. In this way, the crisis 

in Germany - unlike the imperialist war in Russia - did not lead to the complete 
compromise and discrediting of all pillars of the capitalist order, of all parties - with the 
exception of the Bolsheviks - but, on the contrary, gave the bourgeoisie the opportunity 
to create one new, particularly dangerous and threatening support for the working 
class in place of the worn out and worn out old one. What's more: the social 
democracy's "escape" from responsibility with the resignation of the Hermann Muller 
government, the transition to the system of emergency decree governments, also gave 
the SPD the opportunity to use oppositional maneuvers to protect itself from the 
complete loss of the trust of its supporters, to avoid the complete self-exposure on the 
inevitability of which the entire strategic plan of the KPD was essentially based. 


If, despite these differences, one still wanted to apply Stalin's scheme to the conditions 


in Germany, then the mediator parties in the sense of this scheme and the historical 
analogy under the Brüning and Papen governments would not have been the SPD, 
but rather the Center, the People's Party and the German Nationalists must. 
Consequently - again following the pattern - the main thrust should not have been 
directed against the SPD, but against these parties. 


But if one wanted to understand "agreement parties" as the parties that were not 
represented in the government, but whose behavior shielded capitalist rule from the 
attacks of the working class - then that was not only the SPD, but also the NSDAP. 
Then you were allowed to do so - too According to the scheme - the main thrust would 
not have been directed unilaterally against the SPD, but would have to be directed 
simultaneously against the SPD and the NSDAP. However, these conclusions would 
not have been correct either. 
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However, the KPD did not draw any of these conclusions, but maintained that the 
main thrust should be directed against the SPD. In the already well-known article 
of the “Communist International” (issue 25/26 1931) it is said: “All forces of the 
party must be thrown into the fight against the social democracy. In no other 
country does the pace of development of the revolutionary crisis depend to the 


same extent on the pace of destruction of the mass base of social democracy as 
in Germany.” 


And Ernst Thalmann wrote in his article in the “Internationale” that has already 
been quoted several times: “The decisive conclusion that had to emerge for the 
German party from the decisions of the 11th Plenum was ... the main blow against 
social democracy as social democracy the mainstay of the bourgeoisie. 


The fight against fascism must first and foremost be a fight against the SPD.... 
The fascists can only be defeated if the SPD, its alliance with fascism, its service 
to the class enemy, is exposed to the masses of workers and detaches them from 
the SPD leaders. ... . 


The question of the main thrust against the SPD lies at the core of the problem of 
communist politics in Germany." 


And at the 3rd party conference in October 1932, Ernst Thalmann said ("In the 
fight against the fascist dictatorship", p. 17): "Precisely in order to be able to lead 
the masses into the fight against the fascist dictatorship, we must use the influence 
of the We will try to break the SPD on decisive parts of the proletariat with the 
greatest efforts on our part. Without the fiercest fight against social democracy at 
the same time, there can be no inclusion of the SPD workers in the anti-fascist 
battle front and therefore no successful fight against the fascist dictatorship and 

its terrorist organization Hitler fascism, give.” 


The political theses of the 12th EKKI Plenum expressly state: ‘Only when the main 
blow is directed against social democracy, this social mainstay of the bourgeoisie, 
can one successfully defeat and crush the main class enemy of the proletariat, the 
bourgeoisie’. 


Any tendency towards a weakening of our fundamental fight against the SPD 
leaders or a liberal confrontation between fascism and social fascism is therefore 
completely inadmissible." 


This entire system of erroneous assumptions and false conclusions led to a rigid 
adherence to the tactic of the united front "only from below", even as the pressure 
from below on the leadership of both organizations to reach agreement against 
fascism continued to grow. This attitude was consistent 
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firstly, the deep distrust of the social democratic leaders, for which there was, 
however, more than enough reason; Even more crucial here, however, was the 
adherence to the KPD's strategic objective: the fight for power, for Soviet Germany. 
With such a strategic orientation, where the fight against fascism was seen as 
synonymous with the fight for the proletarian revolution, a common front with the 
SPD leadership was of course not possible; one could only appeal to the social 
democratic workers, but not to their leaders appeal. 


In doing so, however, one inevitably had to treat the social democratic workers as 
if they were no longer social democratic workers but already communists; because 
then the call for a united front with the KPD was tantamount to the call to break 
with their own party; then it was assumed that the social democratic worker to 
whom the KPD appealed already had more trust in the leadership of the KPD than 
in the leadership of his own own organization. 


This tactic of the united front presupposed what was supposed to be its result - 
namely the conquest of the majority of the working class. 


On the XI. Manuilski had very aptly stated at the EKKI plenum: “The methods of 
our agitation among the social democratic workers are the worst imaginable. We 
approach them as if we had before us a communist audience for whom the 
treacherous character of social democracy is absolutely clear, or as if these were 
people who had already broken ideologically with social democracy and only had 
a certain offense in order to join the ranks of the communists.” (op. cit., p. 77) 


But it didn't mean making exactly this mistake when the communists told the social 
democratic workers: "Your leaders are deceiving you when they say that the main 
enemy is fascism." (Manuilski in the speech quoted above) 


“Fascism and social fascism, the NSDAP and your party, are just two shades of 
the same support of the bourgeoisie, they are twins. 


Put an end to the party of workers' betrayal and workers' murder, the SPD! Drive 
the agents of social fascism out of all official positions in companies and trade 
unions!" (From the manifesto of the XIIth Party Congress of the KPD to the working 
masses in Germany, in: "On the history of the KPD ..." p. 255 - 

However, this formulation was later described as sectarian by Ernst Thalmann 
himself.) 
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"The fight against fascism is unthinkable without the fiercest fight against your 
party, against your leaders, who represent a decisive weapon of fascism in 
Germany" (See resolution of the June plenum of the KPD 1930 in: "On the history 
of the KPD", page 267). 


The task of the Communist Party is to "smash social democracy" (cf. the theses 
of the Second EKKI Plenum, material from the Party University Il, page 228). 


And when they told the SAP workers: "Your leaders, the ‘left’ social fascists, are 
the most dangerous enemies of the working class," then this was language that 
did not take into account the thinking and mentality of the social democratic 
workers or completely misjudged them. 


But was it possible to speak differently about the KPD's strategic orientation 
towards the social democratic workers? It was not possible. But this is precisely 
what clearly suggests that the strategic orientation itself could not have been 
correct. It inevitably led to an effort to turn the social democratic worker into a 
communist (Wilhelm Pieck on this at the VII World Congress of the Cl). 


"But with this attitude there was no focus on approaching the social democratic 
organizations; the attempt to win over the social democratic workers for the party 
was more predominant.” (W. Pieck, "The New Way", p. 28) 


This approach to the social democratic leadership was therefore missing, and the 
united front “only from below” was maintained because the party feared that with 
a different policy it would not be able to ensure the undivided sole leadership of 
the masses; however, this undivided leadership had to be ensured if one wanted 
to lead the struggle for power successfully. (Note 32) Stalin's statement also 
played a major role in this attitude: “So, undivided leadership by one party, the 
Communist Party, as a fundamental moment in the preparation for October - this 
is the characteristic feature of the October Revolution, this is the first distinctive 
feature of the tactics of the Bolsheviks in the period of preparation for October. 


It hardly needs to be demonstrated that the victory of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat under the conditions of imperialism would have been impossible without 
this peculiarity of the tactics of the Bolsheviks.” (Stalin "Questions of Leninism", 
Moscow 1947, p. 120) 


Apart from the fact that - which has already been discussed - sticking to the 
strategic orientation towards the preparation of the proletarian revolution is not 
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corresponded to the new balance of power, this attitude of the KPD also expressed 
another mistake, namely the idea that sole leadership could be secured by 
claiming it, by rejecting an agreement with other workers' organizations, etc. close. 


This position can only be taken once one has already achieved undivided 
leadership over the majority of the working class and its allies - and even then 
such a position is not mandatory. However, as long as this is not the case, the 
party must under no circumstances commit itself to organizing only the united front 
from below, because this means giving up on leading the masses through their 
own experiences to the realization that only the communists deserve that they are 
followed and trusted. This also means ignoring such fundamental teachings of 
Lenin as the following: "A more powerful opponent can only be defeated with the 
greatest exertion of one's strength and only if one absolutely uses the most careful, 
careful, cautious, skillful approach to every one, even the smallest one." Rifts 
between enemies, every conflict of interests between the bourgeoisie of the 
different countries, between the different groups or layers of the bourgeoisie within 
the individual countries, as well as every opportunity, even the smallest, to gain 

an ally behind which the masses can stand, may be that also be a temporary, 
wavering, uncertain, unreliable, conditional ally." (Lenin, "... 


Radicalism": Verlag Neuer Weg. 1945, p. 52/53) 


“From all this, however, for the vanguard of the proletariat, for its class-conscious 
part, for the communist party, the necessity, the absolute necessity, of maneuvering, 
of making pacts, of making compromises with various proletarian groups, with 
various parties of the workers and the small ones, arises in an absolutely 
unavoidable manner owner to close. It is only a matter of understanding how to 

use these tactics in such a way that they contribute to raising and not lowering the 
general level of proletarian class consciousness, the revolutionary spirit, and the 
ability to fight and win." (ibid., p. 56) 


The communists are the only ones who do not need to fear such agreements. 
Whatever agreement they may conclude with whomever - whether about the 
struggle to represent the day-to-day interests of the workers and other working 
people, whether about the common struggle against fascism or in defense of 
peace - they will always win over the masses through their work, through their 
actions can convince that they are the most active, most consistent, indeed the 
only consistent and the only completely honest representatives of the interests of 
the working people. In this way they will gain actual undivided leadership (without 
needing to claim it even once). 
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to express leadership, because this leadership can only be the result of the political 
struggle). 


What errors in the party's practical policy did this incorrect theoretical conception 
lead to? 


1. The party did not direct its most violent attacks against the Nazis. but against 
the SPD leadership, in accordance with the theory of the "main thrust". The most 
disastrous in this respect was the participation in the referendum initiated by the 
Stahlhelm and the Nazis against the Braun-Severing Prussian government in 
August 1931. (Note 33) In this action of the fascists, the KPD should not have 
taken part under any circumstances. This mistake by the KPD only had its full 
impact a year later in Papen's coup against the Prussian government. If the right- 
wing leaders of the SPD and the ADGB accepted the KPD's offer to join forces 
The KPD was able to reject the fascist advance and if the KPD did not succeed in 
rousing the Social Democratic workers, who were extremely excited and outraged 
by the cowardly capitulation of their leaders, into defensive actions over the heads 
of their leaders, then not least thanks to the effectiveness of the argument of the 
Social Democratic leaders: The communists are not sincere in their offer to fight 
together, because last year they wanted to work with the Nazis to overthrow the 
Prussian government, which they want to defend today with a general strike! 


2. The attitude towards united front agreements that came about here and there 
as an expression of the increasingly stormy striving of the workers on both sides 
for unity against fascism, as well as the attitude towards united front offers from 
the SPD leadership to the leadership of the KPD. 


These multiple, demagogic offers from the SPD leadership to the KPD were 
rejected by them on the grounds: a united front with the social democratic workers 
- yes, with the social fascist leaders - never. (Note 34) It was this rigid commitment 
of the KPD that made it possible for the social democratic leaders to launch such 
demagogic united front offers, since they knew from the outset that there was no 
danger of their acceptance. If they had had to fear that their offers would be 
accepted, they would never have dared to send them in the first place. (Striking 
proof of this is the attitude of today's SPD leadership.) This was also evident back 
then in all the cases where the KPD approached the leadership of the SPD and 
the ADGB with offers to fight together (e.g.: July 20, 1932; January 30, 1933). All 
of these offers were rejected 

(see W. Pieck, "The New Way...", p. 21). However, the reformist leaders found it 
relatively easy to justify the rejection of these offers. They usually pointed out that, 
according to their own statements, the KPD was uniting the SPD 
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more dangerous enemy than the Nazis, and as long as this attitude of the KPD does not 
change, the SPD cannot respond to these offers. 


The attitude of the KPD at that time did not make it more difficult for the SPD leadership to 
maneuver and deceive the masses, but rather made it easier. 


3. The attitude of the KPD in the Reich presidential election in 1932. The insistence on 
Thalmann's candidacy in both rounds of elections without attempting to put forward a 
common candidate from the anti-fascist left made it easier for the SPD leadership to 
present the matter as if it were for the SPD Because of the attitude of the communists, 
there was no other way to prevent Hitler's election than to call for the election of Hindenburg. 


4. The attitude of the KPD in elections to state parliaments, local councils, etc. The KPD 
often took the line of putting forward its own candidate and voting for him even if his 
candidacy was hopeless and if the communists’ votes were sufficient for the SPD 
candidates would have to beat the NSDAP candidate. This gave the SPD leaders the 
opportunity again and again to tell their followers that the KPD had helped the Nazis to 
victory and that in reality they were pursuing a policy of a united front with the Nazis against 
the SPD. 


8. About the trade union policy of the KPD 


How did the KPD's strategic and tactical conception affect its trade union policy? 


It was in this area that the effects were most disastrous because it contributed to the 
weakening of the party at the crucial stage of the struggle, in the factories. 


The decision of the Fifth RGI Congress to create its own revolutionary trade union 
movement in Germany was the logical consequence of the assessment of the economic 
and political situation and the orientation towards the general attack against reformism, as 
given by the 12th party congress of the KPD. 


As early as December 1928, at the meeting of the EKKI Presidium, Stalin hinted at the 
possibility that it might become possible and necessary in Germany to create revolutionary 
parallel organizations to the reformist trade unions. (Stalin, Works, Vol. 11, p. 268) 
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At the 12th party congress the question was discussed whether the instruction. to 
sign the reverse submitted by the reformist trade union leaders can still be maintained. 
(E. Thalmann Vol 2, p. 145) 


At the Xth EKKI plenum, Thalmann already answered this question with no 
(Ibid., p. 204). At the same time, he stated that due to the fascization of the trade 
union apparatus there was no longer any possibility of conquering this apparatus, 
and that the slogan “conquest of the trade unions” now meant the conquest of the 
trade union masses, no longer the conquest of the apparatus (ibid., p. 199). 


As a consequence, both statements had to lead to a demand for their own 
revolutionary trade unions. These conclusions were not yet drawn by Ernst Thalmann 
at the Xth EKKI Plenum (July 1929) or at the expanded EKKI Presidium (February 
1930). On the contrary: he rejected all tendencies towards voluntary withdrawal from 
the unions and the creation of one of their own Trade unions in Germany decided to 
back down - but also with the prospect of taking this step later. 


The next step took place at the March Plenum in 1930, at which the task was set, on 
the one hand, to strengthen the work in the reformist unions, but on the other hand 
to train the already existing organizations of excluded revolutionary workers into 
model unions. (E. Thalmann. aa 

O., p. 391/393) 


In September 1930, the well-known decision of the Fifth RGI Congress was made as 
the logical conclusion to this entire development, with the aim and hope of making 
the red trade union movement the leading trade union movement in Germany. This 
decision had extremely damaging consequences. He encouraged the movement of 
revolutionary workers to leave the reformist unions and led to the formation of viable 
red associations. It led to the isolation and even alienation of the communists from 
the workers organized in the reformist unions, as well as the loss of most positions 
in the free unions. It also led to the party temporarily devoting its main energy to 
organizing the unorganized and thereby greatly neglecting the work in the reformist 
trade unions. (Note 34) 


The result of this course of the V. RGI Congress confirmed the correctness of the 
warnings that the EKKI had issued in its letter to the KPD of March 23, 1924: “If you 
try to immediately set up parallel trade unions using fairly informal unemployed 
organizations, representatives of the works councils and Creating similar organizations 
will leave you in a mess. You will become powerful proletarian organizations on this 
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not possible. They would rather be unemployed unions, not unions of working 
comrades. The unemployed can and must be organized. Under favorable 
circumstances they can play a very important role in the preparation of the 
proletarian revolution. However, it is impossible to build parallel unions from them. 


The day after you form these parallel unions, the masses will immediately demand 
that you lead successful economic struggles. In the current situation of German 
industry, with the counter-revolutionary German Social Democracy and the ADGB 
behind you, in which no less than two thirds of the workers will remain in any case, 
you cannot lead any economic strikes victoriously. In addition, the leaders of the 


social democrats have another option: they can declare our parallel unions not 
legal and thereby place new obstacles in the way of the movement. 


But as soon as the masses become convinced that our unions cannot carry out 
economic strikes victoriously, they will be disappointed and turn their backs on our 
parallel unions. Our forces will become fragmented, which will only make their 
task easier for the traitorous leaders of the ADGB." (Report on the 9th Party 
Congress of the KPD, p. 75/76) 


This warning had become even more relevant due to the economic crisis. The 
unions had now become even more “fortresses” for the workers, organizations 
without which they were completely helpless against the employers. In addition, 
through their membership in the free unions, they had also received certain rights 
to support, etc., which now were particularly valuable and important for the 
workers, which made it more difficult than ever for them to decide to break with 
their union in favor of red associations that were not even capable of collective 
bargaining and that did not even have reserves to pay strike pay, despite all the 
dissatisfaction with the reformist union leaders had to do. 


No less disastrous was the decision to take the course of setting up separate red 
lists in the works council elections everywhere, competing with the list of the free 
trade unions. (See E. Thalmann, op. cit., p. 224) 


In 1929, this new tactic was implemented in only 500 companies, and those in 
which the RGO had a fairly secure majority. The favorable outcome of the election 
in these companies was seen as proof of the correctness of this tactic and the 
number of companies in which their own lists were drawn up increased from year 
to year. In addition to successes in both 1930 and 
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In 1931 there were already very serious failures, which were all the more serious because they 
were particularly evident in large companies (Leuna, Siemens, AEG, etc.). 


In 1932, the works council elections were “postponed” by the government at the 
instigation of the reformist trade union leadership, but were allowed again in 1933. 
And now the fatal harmfulness of this policy became clearest: at the same time, in 
January 1933, when the German bourgeoisie was striking the decisive blow 
against the working class, the KPD carried out the works council elections under 
the sign of the fiercest fight "against the social-fascist trade union officials", for the 
red lists against the lists of the free trade unions, in the hope of breaking the 
monopoly of the reformist trade union bureaucracy through a final major effort and 
to conquer the companies. 


Nothing could demonstrate more clearly the fatal underestimation of the fascist 
danger and the overestimation of one's own forces than this fact. 

Nothing could have been more convenient for the bourgeoisie and the right-wing 
trade union leaders than this attitude of the KPD. It is very likely that one day 
documents will be found that prove that the bourgeoisie and the right-wing trade 
union leaders were not interested in holding the works council elections like in 
1932 in January 1933 only because they were interested in doing so precisely in 
the Operated through the works council elections to create an atmosphere of 
heated struggle between social democratic and communist workers. (Note 36) 


The KPD's attitude meant blindly falling into a trap that had been set up, falling for 


an insidious provocation by the bourgeoisie in agreement with the right-wing trade 
union leaders. 


The party's policy in the field of trade unions and works councils resulted in a 
significant weakening of the party's position in the factories, especially in the large 
companies, because it made it easier for the employers and the reformist trade 
union leaders to ruthlessly target the revolutionary workers with dismissals and 
exclusions. The party was unable to organize a movement of union members for 
the readmission of those excluded against the exclusion policy of the reformist 
union leaders, since its course to create its own revolutionary union movement 
gave the reformist union leaders the means to portray the communists as divisive 
in the eyes of the unionists and to justify the exclusions with the violation of the 
statutes. 
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The "cleansing" of communists in the factories and the loss of their positions in 
the trade unions were the decisive reason why the KPD - with a few exceptions - 
was unable to organize successful economic struggles despite extremely favorable 
objective conditions. As early as mid-1931, the already quoted article from the 
“Communist International” 

(Issue 25/26) stated: “While a bitter strike battle is raging around Germany, ... ina 
situation of deep ferment among the masses, not a single victorious mass strike 
was carried out in Germany last year. The strike movement itself even seems to 
have subsided. The working class of Germany, which votes for the Communist 
Party of Germany, which is excited... is temporarily retreating under the pressure 
of the wage offensive of the employers and the attack of the state against the 
standard of living of the broadest masses... without serious resistance.” 


The conclusion that the party is too weak to lead the masses in economic struggles 
despite favorable objective conditions should have led to the conclusion that it is 
even more weak to lead the masses to the proletarian revolution and that the 
continuation of the path taken Course had to further weaken the party's positions 

in the companies. 


Unfortunately, the opposite conclusions were drawn. 


The negative effects of the sectarian distortion of the united front tactics soon 
became apparent, particularly in the ever-increasing lead of the forces of fascism 
over the anti-fascist, revolutionary forces. (Note 37) 


But these effects were not recognized for what they were, namely the consequences 
of the party's wrong line, but were interpreted as the consequences of the right 

and left deviations from this line, while the party's successes were seen as 

evidence of the correctness of the line. The right and left deviations from the 

party's course that occurred were inevitable. The “right-wing” deviation now came 
primarily from the companies, from the communist union officials and works 
councils. It was here at the grassroots level that the damaging effects of this 

course were most evident. 


The left deviation was equally inevitable. It arose from disappointment at the 
limited success of efforts to win over social democratic workers, which fell far short 
of original expectations. 


In addition, as the party's attacks on the social democratic leaders became 
increasingly severe, it became increasingly difficult for the communist workers to 


understand why a social democratic worker could still follow such leaders. This 
mood was the basis for theories like Paul Merker's 


72 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


from the “Little Zorgiebels”. Conversely, the social democratic workers could not understand 
why the communists managed to claim that the social democratic leaders were more 
dangerous enemies of the workers than the fascists. These sectarian exaggerations even 
brought many social democratic workers who were in agreement with their politics The 
leadership was dissatisfied with the need to defend their leaders against the attacks of the 
communists - they made it difficult for these social democratic workers to gain trust in the 
KPD. 


In summary, the united front policy of the KI and the KPD can be summarized in this 
Period can be said: 


The KPD fought with the most honest, passionate will and with the utmost effort of all its 
strength to create the revolutionary united front of the German working class in order to 
save the German people from fascism and pave the way for them to a future in which one 
for all once the roots of fascism, crises and wars as well as the exploitation of working 
people have been removed. 


Through this self-sacrificing struggle, the KPD gained the sympathy of millions of 
progressive people inside and outside Germany; this struggle placed them at the forefront 
of all communist parties. With justifiable pride, Ernst Thalmann was able to state at the 3rd 
party conference of the KPD in October 1932: The KPD is the second party of the 


Communist International. (p. 19) 


The prerequisite for this heroic struggle of the KPD to lead to victory over the class enemy 
was that it knew how to work out a strategy that was “the best international strategy in the 
world (through centuries of experience in general and through the “Russian experience” in 
general). special) enlightened most advanced bourgeoisie." (From Lenin's letter to the 
German communists in 1921) 


She didn't manage to do that at the time. The one decided by the Communist International 
and carried out to the last extent by the KPD 
United front tactics were based not on Leninist principles but on their sectarian distortion. 


The concept from which this united front tactic was based was already on the 9th. 
At the KPD Party Congress and at the Fifth World Congress of the Communist International 
it was formulated as follows: 


From the resolution of the 9th Party Congress: 


IIl. a) Consolidation of the party: 
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“This requires a complete break with the entire ideology of the past period, where the 
united front tactics filled the party with a feeling of weakness and where the KPD saw 
itself as one party among others. The KPD is the party of the proletariat. It is strong 
enough to lead the proletariat into mass struggle as soon as the situation permits. When 
it organizes the united front from below, it does so in order to lead the great masses of 
the proletariat into struggles, and not because it is too weak ‘alone’ without the other 
parties as allies, but because it is strong 'alone' as a party is enough to lead the masses 
into struggles.” (Report on the 9th Party Congress, p. 384) 


From the theses of the 5th World Congress of Al: 


The united front tactic is "only a method of agitation and revolutionary mobilization of the 
masses and in no way a tactic of ‘political coalition’ with social democracy." 


Despite the best revolutionary will, the party was unable to achieve its goal with such 
tactics. 


“The communists must exert all their strength to lead the workers' movement and social 
development in general along the straightest and fastest path to the victory of Soviet 
power and the dictatorship of the proletariat throughout the world. 


This is an undeniable truth. But you only have to take a very small step further - seemingly 
a step in the same direction - and the truth turns into error. One only needs to say, as the 
German and English left-wing communists do, that we only recognize one path, only the 
straight path, that we do not allow maneuvering, pacts or compromises and that will 
already be a mistake that is the same communism can inflict the most serious damage." 
(Lenin, "... 

Radicalism ...", p. 81) 


C. Concluding considerations 


1. On the causes of the left-wing deviations of the Cl and the KPD from Leninist 
strategy and tactics 


In my opinion, the following must be mentioned as direct causes: 


a) The vile, treasonous policy of the leadership of the SPD and the reformist trade 
unions, which is unprecedented in the entire Second International, and which continually 
gave new fuel to the thousands of justifiable hatred of the revolutionary German 
proletarians against this leadership. This led to the situation from 1930 to 1932 
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was hardly different than that described by Lenin in 1921: This hatred - the noblest, 
most sublime feeling of the best of the oppressed and exploited masses blinded the 
people, deprived them of the opportunity to think cold-bloodedly, to work out their 
own correct strategy in response to the Brilliant strategy of the armed, organized, 
clever from the “Russian experience” of France. England and America supported 
capitalists." (From the letter to the German communists) 


b) Directly related to this is the inability of the leadership of the KPD to develop a 
truly Marxist analysis of the situation and one 
Strategy and tactics appropriate to the requirements of this situation in the particularly 
complicated situation at the time 


But that still doesn't provide a sufficient explanation. How can it be explained that, 
despite such serious mistakes, the party grew stronger during this time and became 
more internally united and solid than ever before? Why did the party's leadership 
have unquestioned authority even far beyond the party membership, and why was 
the party able to rally millions of the best and boldest revolutionary German workers 
under its banner? Why did no numerically significant opposition emerge despite the 
sectarian mistakes in the party, while e.g. B. In 1923, large district organizations 
were almost entirely in opposition to the right-wing opportunist course of the Brandler- 
Thalheimer leadership before the fiasco in Saxony? 


All of this is explained by the fact that Thalmann's Central Committee actually 
represented the best leadership of the KPD that the revolutionary vanguard of the 
German proletariat could produce at that time. In none of the periods before 
Thalmann's Central Committee had such extensive agreement between leadership 
and membership been achieved in the party. This leadership was truly flesh and 
blood of the revolutionary German proletariat. Its advantages and weaknesses were 
its advantages and weaknesses. This leadership came from a generation of the 
revolutionary workers' movement that was no longer shaped by the old social 
democracy under Bebel, but whose strongest experiences, which decisively 
determined its political development, lay in the period that followed: 


First, the monstrous betrayal of the leaders of the SPD and the trade unions against 
proletarian internationalism and the proletarian revolution of 1914-1918. 

This resulted in an unbridled hatred against the reformist leaders, that hatred. without 
which, then as now, a consistent communist would be unthinkable. The experience 
that the social democratic leaders were able to drive millions of proletarians onto the 
battlefields of the imperialist war; that they were able to 
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Allied with the imperial generals to slaughter the revolutionary German proletariat 


and have its leaders murdered in cold blood - these experiences laid the foundation 
for the theory of social fascism; 


The second experience that shaped this generation of leaders was the Great 
October Socialist Revolution. The Russian Bolsheviks had done what should have 
been done in Germany. This generation was free from all remnants of that 
traditional idea, from which even the best revolutionaries of the older generation 
like Rosa Luxemburg were not free, namely that the German social democracy 
had to be the teacher of all other socialists, including the Russian Bolsheviks. For 
this younger generation, the Bolsheviks were unreservedly and unreservedly the 
revolutionary role model to emulate in everything. This resulted in the second 
quality without which a consistent communist is unthinkable: unconditional loyalty 
to Lenin's party, the Soviet Union and the Communist International, and the 
willingness to give everything at any time for the defense of the Soviet Union. The 
overwhelming experience of the victorious October laid the foundation for all 
parties of the III. The dominant international idea is that the path of October must 
be the path to the victory of the proletarian revolution, at least in all advanced 
capitalist countries, but especially in Germany. 


Today (1957), with a gap of 40 instead of 15 years from the Great October Socialist 
Revolution and with the example of the European and Asian people's democracies 
in mind, it is of course easy to say: “One would just have Lenin's advice that every 
country is on its own path comes to socialism, must pay more attention.” But 
anyone who does not take into account how the example of the October Revolution 
in 1932 had a much more immediate impact as the only model than is the case 
today will never be able to understand why a party how the KPD and indeed the 
entire Communist International were able to get so caught up in trying to repeat 
this example. 


The third experience that became crucial for this generation of leaders of the 
revolutionary German proletariat was the failure of the KPD in 1923 due to the 
right-wing opportunist mistakes of the Brandler-Thalheimer leadership. 


There can be no question of the fact that the identification of the mistakes made 
between 1929 and 1933 could constitute a justification for the Brandler people or 
that the right-wingers could claim that their mistakes were less serious in relation 
to the mistakes made later. If the united front policy in 1923 had been correct and 
not distorted by right-wing opportunists, there would have been no radical left- 
wing, sectarian distortion of the united front policy from 1929 to 1933 
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can. That doesn't mean that right-wing opportunist mistakes were made in 1923 

left sectarian mistakes were bound to be made later, but the fact cannot be denied 
that the mistakes of 1923 actually contributed to the mistakes of 1929 to 1933 being 
made. 


The point was precisely that this generation of the best revolutionary German 
proletarians, which formed the main army of the KPD and later the core of its 
leadership, was naturally inclined to make left-wing exaggerations. They had become 
communists out of hatred and in the fiercest struggle against right-wing betrayal. 

The most powerful lesson that history had given them was that the revolution was 
destroyed by right-wing opportunism and social democracy. On the other hand, they 
had not yet gained their own political experience that would have taught them that 
left-wing, sectarian mistakes could also be life-threatening for the revolution. 


Lenin had indeed taught the German communists: “But an exaggeration, even if only 
a very slight one, can prevent victory. ... Exaggerating the fight against centrism 
means saving centrism, consolidating its position and its influence on the workers." 
(From the letter to the German workers of 1921) 


At the 9th party congress, on the other hand, a member of the headquarters, who did 
not even belong to the left but to the middle group, formulated in an almost classic 
way the view that prevailed among the majority of KPD members: 


“The right-wing dangers are much more dangerous to communist tactics than any 
left-wing dangers. Right-wing dangers inevitably lead to a compromise, to a line with 
the defenders of the current bourgeois social order and paralyze the struggle. Left- 
wing dangers have the one disadvantage that they can inhibit the movement as a 
mass movement, but they cannot break the revolutionary enthusiasm. You can never 
enter into a coalition to the left that poses a danger to the revolution in general. 
Everything that moves to the left will always flow back to the correct revolutionary 
line in revolutionary struggles and in revolutionary development itself. 


That is why they are not such dangers as right-wing deviations." (Report on the 9th 
Party Congress. Page 272) 


Here it becomes clear where the German communists had not yet fully embraced 
Leninism. For the future of the party, a tremendous amount depended on helping 
these best cadres of the KPD to overcome their sectarian, radical left-wing tendencies 
as quickly and thoroughly as possible. 


This could only happen through a policy that knew how to keep itself free from right- 
wing opportunist mistakes as well as sectarianism. That was true 
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in particular for the use of the united front tactic, in which the danger of right-wing deviations was 
quite great and which, for this very reason, met with suspicion and mistrust among the communist 
workers. This suspicion and distrust could only be overcome by the successes that the correct 
application of united front tactics would inevitably have brought. 


In the situation of 1923, the responsibility for the Leninist education of the vanguard of the 
German working class, and not only of the German but of the European communists, rested on 
the Brandler-Thalheimer leadership - because the policy of the German party then, as well as in 
1929, was In 1933 the model, the template, so to speak, for the politics of the communist parties 


in Central and Western Europe. (Note 38) 


A correct policy by this leadership would have been a decisive contribution to quickly overcoming 
the "teething disease" of communism. 


Their failure, their policy of cowardly opportunism, was a decisive contribution to the fact that this 
disease - without a teacher and "doctor" like Lenin - became firmly and deeply embedded in the 
organism of the Third International and its sections. 


The mistakes of the Brandler leadership should also be assessed differently based on their origin 
than the errors of Thalmann's ZK. The mistakes of Thalmann's leadership of the party are 
mistakes of proletarian revolutionaries who have not yet gained enough experience to be able to 
apply revolutionary strategy and tactics flawlessly and masterfully. 


The mistakes of the Brandler leadership were mistakes made by opportunists who had broken 
with the Social Democratic Party but not completely with the Social Democratic ideology. Their 
views and their politics reflected the views of those working classes who were in the minority in 
the KPD and who had come to the party through the revolutionary wave of the years 1918 to 
1923, but were closer to the upper classes of the proletariat than to its lower classes and the 
moods and opinions of these upper classes shared to a large extent. 


How should we assess the attitude of the reconciliation group? 


This is much more complicated. With the reservation that my opinion is only based on what 
emerges from Ernst Thalmann's presentation of the Compromisers and that | cannot allow myself 
to make any judgment about any existing shades and differentiations within the Compromiser 
group, | would like to say the following: 
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The Compromiser group cannot be equated with the Brandler group. Their 
opposition to the party's turn in united front policy, especially in trade union policy, 
arose not from a deviation from social democracy, but from a largely correct 
assessment of the consequences of this turn. Their attempt to prevent such a turn 
of events is therefore entirely understandable and justified, but the means they 
used are not. 


Their main errors, in my opinion, were: 


1. They failed to recognize that the proletarian leadership core grouped around 
Thalmann was organically and inseparably linked to the best part of the party 
membership, and that this leadership represented the party's most valuable asset. 
They therefore did not recognize that an attempt to eliminate this leadership and 
replace it with representatives of their group and the right would bring about the 


danger of splitting and destroying the party and would be met with the strongest 
possible rejection. 


2. They did not realize that the only way to prevent the party from adopting the 
wrong policy was to convince the leadership of the party, headed by Ernst 
Thalmann - if not immediately, then later - that the the chosen path was wrong. 


3. They did not recognize that it was above all necessary to support the party 
leadership in its necessary fight against the right and not to allow themselves to 
be pushed into a common front with the right against the party leadership because 
their criticism of the party line objectively agreed with the criticism of the right in 
many points. 


4. But instead of sharply demarcating themselves from the right, they sought 
allies against Thalmann's leadership and made themselves their advocates. 


5. Their worst mistake, however, was that they attempted to resolve the dispute 
over political differences in their favor through personal intrigue (Wittorf affair). 
This was anti-party behavior that could and did result in their political argument 
losing all weight. Because they had grossly violated party principles in the dispute, 
they no longer even had the opportunity to defend their views within the framework 
of these principles. The only choice left to them was between complete surrender 
and the path of renegade. Instead of helping the party to get back on the right 
path, the Compromisers have condemned themselves to lack of influence through 
their mistakes, to the detriment of the party. 
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2. The role of the Communist International (KI) and Stalin 


(Due to lack of time, no elaboration, just key words) 
On the role of Al: 


a) The Al was called upon to correct the mistakes of the KPD. 
b) This did not always happen; sometimes they were even reinforced by her. 


c) Understandable desire to use the supposedly favorable objective conditions for 
the victory of the proletarian revolution in Germany in order to at the same time 
provide the Soviet Union with the long-awaited and needed relief from the pressure 
of imperialist encirclement. (Note 39) 


d) It was only the Seventh World Congress that brought about a change. He has 
initiated criticism of the mistakes of the past, but has not yet completed it. 
Responsibility for the mistakes was shifted unilaterally downwards - to the sections - 
partly as a result of the cult of personality. 


e) But the errors of the Al are not primarily a question of people, but rather a 
question of the maturity of the world communist movement. 


f) Although the Cl in many cases pushed the KPD's course to the left, the leadership 
of the KPD played a decisive role as the main initiator of the left turn at the 6th World 
Congress of the KI and afterwards. 


To Stalin: 


a) Stalin's authority in the international workers' movement - fully deserved. Lenin's 
best student. 


b) It is to Stalin's credit that he threw his authority into the balance for Thalmann's 
Central Committee 


c) Stalin's borders: 
Tendency to coarsen and stencil: 


Not free from radical left-wing tendencies. However, the radicalism of Stalin (and 
Thalmann) should not be equated with the radicalism of the petty-bourgeois ultra-left 
(Ruth Fischer, etc.), but rather a proletarian radicalism, so to speak, which does not 


fear difficulties and does not shy away from them and which never leaves the class 
line. 
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Stalin (like Thalmann) always resolutely opposed the equation of the social democratic 
workers with the social democratic leaders. Stalin's (like Thalmann's) most outstanding 
characteristic: loyalty to the cause of the proletarian revolution, irreconcilable hatred of 
all enemies of the proletariat. Stalin lacked Lenin's ability to examine what the enemy 
and adversary said to see whether there was something true or useful in it. 


At this time, Stalin himself had, in a sense, “not yet fully learned”. Six years later he 
showed a masterful mastery of Lenin’s strategy and tactics (non-aggression pact with 
Germany). 


In contrast to Lenin: no personal knowledge of the Western European workers’ 
movement. 


For all these reasons, Stalin - despite everything the KPD owes him for help - 
He was not able to correct the mistakes of the KPD at the time, but rather, together 
with the leadership of the KI, he often encouraged them in their wrong attitude. 


3. The historical guilt of the leadership of the social democracy and the 
responsibility of the KPD 


Don't the findings about the KPD's mistakes mean that the SPD leadership is relieved 
of the historical guilt for the victory of fascism, or at least a reduction in this guilt? There 
can be no question of that. The responsibility of both parties for the defeat of the 
German working class in 1933 does not differ quantitatively, but qualitatively and 
cannot be set off against each other. 


The leadership of the German social democracy had the decisive influence on the 
German working class. Instead of using this influence to overthrow capitalism, it used 
this influence to prevent this overthrow and to hand over the German working class to 
fascism. That was treason. 


The KPD, on the other hand, had set itself the goal of exploiting the obvious bankruptcy 


of capitalism and its weakness in order to deal it a death blow, although their influence 
was not sufficient to do so. That was a mistake. 


Every word that the social democratic leaders said to the masses was a lie, calculated 
to mislead the masses and to prevent any serious resistance to fascism, calculated to 
save capitalism. 
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Every word that the KPD said to the masses was honest and sincere and calculated to 
show the masses the way to salvation from the hell of capitalism. 


If the masses had followed the KPD on the path it showed of the revolutionary 
overthrow of capitalism, then Germany would have been spared the misfortune of 
fascism and the Second World War. 


Because the majority of German workers followed the SPD, the defeat of the German 
proletariat became inevitable. The KPD's mistake was that it did not find the right ways 


to thwart and neutralize the betrayal of the SPD leadership and to establish unity 
between social democratic and communist workers. 


Even the statement that the KPD was not allowed to stick to the goal of the proletarian 
revolution is an indictment of the leadership of the SPD. 


At that time, as in 1918, the objective conditions in Germany were too ripe for socialism, 
for the proletarian revolution. And the masses wanted socialism - as they did in 1918. 
Back then, as in 1918, there was no other way to overthrow capitalism than the path 
shown by the KPD. which the Russian workers and peasants had left. 


If the social democracy had been what it presented itself to be to the workers, a 
socialist party, then there would have been no obstacle to the united front between the 
SPD and KPD with the aim not only of preventing fascism, but of overthrowing 
capitalism. 


The aim of the struggle for socialism in Germany was made impossible not by the 
strength of the bourgeoisie or capitalism, but by the assistance of the SPD leadership 
to terminally ill capitalism and to the German bourgeoisie trembling before the 
revolutionary uprising of the masses. 


That is why real socialists will always speak only with the deepest disgust and deepest 


contempt and indignation about the shameful role and betrayal of the leaders of social 
democracy, while they will always speak of the struggle of the KPD with the greatest 
sympathy and deepest admiration for the struggle of the KPD, despite its great errors 
and mistakes We will remember and learn from the heroism, courage of sacrifice and 
unyielding revolutionary passion. 


April-June 1957 
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Remarks: _ 

1) At the 8th Party Congress, Brandler explained in his speech on united front tactics 
that the communists had to be there “when the first forms and phases begin when the 
social democratic leaders, under the pressure of the masses, are at least ready to break 
away from the left wing turn away from the bourgeoisie and become the right wing of 
the workers." (Report on the 8th 
Party conference, p. 328) 


2) From the Brandler Group's resolution to the 9th Party Congress: "For this purpose, 
it is important above all to carry out the complete political and organizational liquidation 
of the SPD." (Report on the 9th Party Congress. p. 179) 


3) The Presidium of the EKKI on Social Democracy and Fascism (decision of January 
19, 1924): 


"The leading layers of German social democracy are at the present moment nothing 
other than a faction of German fascism under a socialist mask." (Report on the 9th party 


congress. p. 31) 


The middle group on the same question: “It was the Social Democrats in the Reich 
government who, out of fear of the proletarian dictatorship, helped to establish the 
dictatorship of the white generals. Only with the support of the SPD could the bourgeoisie 
declare and carry out a military state of emergency... 


It was the left-wing social democrats Zeigner, Liebmann, Fellisch and others who 

handed the Saxon proletariat over to the white terror. Only with the help of the SPD 
could the KPD be forced into illegality, only with its consent could the enabling laws be 
adopted and implemented, and only with its passive and active support could the 
general attack of business against all positions of the proletariat develop. Thus bourgeois 
democracy was abandoned by its own defenders. So the SPD formally switched to 
fascism." (op. cit., p. 159/60) 


The Brandler group on the same question (loc. cit., p. 177/78:) “Big capital won by 
drawing the petty bourgeoisie against the working class. The fascist petty bourgeoisie 
was partly immediately subordinated to large capitalist fascism; where it tried to play an 
independent role (Hitler-Ludendorff Putsch), was easily defeated and then submitted. 
The reformist-pacifist-democratic petty bourgeoisie and the workers’ aristocracy (social 
democracy) have partly actively provided assistance to big capitalist fascism (right wing) 
and partly served it by betraying the defensive struggle of the fascism 
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Workers (left wing), both aligned themselves with big capitalist fascism after October. 
(Thuringia, Saxony.) 


The alliance of social democracy with the big bourgeoisie changed its political and social 
content during and after October. In 1918 and 1923 the basis of this alliance was 
bourgeois democracy and social concessions to certain sections of the workers; now, 
after October, it is the large-capitalist-fascist program. ... “Who did big capitalist fascism 
triumph over? About the working class." (The theses about the victory of fascism over 
the November Republic and social democracy have also been completely abandoned!) 


Zinoviev at the Fifth World Congress on the same question: “The bourgeoisie in Europe 
is forced to cling now to fascism, now to social democracy. The fascists are the right 
hand, the social democrats the left hand of the bourgeoisie..." "The most important thing 
is that the social democrats have become a wing of fascism." (Protocols of the Fifth 
World Congress of the Communist International. Vol. 1, pp. 66 and 67) 


From the theses of the Fifth World Congress on tactics: “Both the Fascists (the first 
period of Mussolini's regiment) and the Social Democrats (the first period of the Noske 
regiment) faced the bourgeoisie at the desired moment as armed gangs, as truncheon 
guards against the growing proletarian one Revolutionary army available. ... Fora 
number of years, social democracy has been undergoing a process of transformation, 
from a right-wing wing of the workers' movement into a wing of the bourgeoisie, in some 
places even into a wing of fascism." That is why it is historically wrong to speak of a 
"victory of fascism over "Social Democracy". 


KI, pp. 17 and 18) 
4) On questions of the united front: 


Brandler at the 8th party congress of the KPD: "The tactic of the united front is not a 
slogan to expose the class enemy or to expose social democracy, it is the means of 
winning the masses over to communism." (loc. cit., p. 318) 


In the polemic against the resolution of the Wasserkante district party conference on 8. 
Brandler explained to the KPD party conference: “There is another such principle in the 
resolution of the Wasserkante district party conference. It says there: "The education of... 
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A united front from below is the main task of the Communist Party. 
Top negotiations are merely a means to achieve this end." 


Brandler comments on this completely correct representation as follows: "So only achieving the 
united front from below." (op. cit., p. 324) 


In the Brandler Group's resolution at the 9th Party Congress, however, it said: “The united front 
from below is the tactic now required. No more negotiations with the social democratic leaders, 
but involving social democratic members and lower officials in joint actions." (Report on the 9th. 


Party conference. p. 179) 


5) Ruth Fischer at the 9th Party Congress: “When the theses about the united front were 
formulated for the first time at the expanded executive in December 1921, the theses expressly 


stated that the united front tactics required mature parties. And we only have very immature 
parties... 


According to the experience of the German party, these parties need less instructions on 
maneuvering in their tactical stance than instructions on rigid communist methods. We will fight 
for this position, even if the Communist International disagrees." (loc. cit., p. 228/29) 


6) The Presidium of the EKKI on January 19, 1924 on the united front tactic: “It is a tactic of 
revolution, not of evolution. How the workers (and farmers) 
Government cannot be a solid, democratic transitional stage for us, so the tactic of the united 
front is not a democratic coalition, not an alliance with social democracy. It is just a method of 
revolutionary agitation and mobilization. We reject all other interpretations as opportunistic." 
(Report on the 9th Party Congress, p. 26) 


“There is no negotiating with the hired servants of the white dictatorship! ... The turn in the 
united front tactics in Germany now means: unity from below!" (op. cit., p. 32) 


7) The Fifth World Congress on United Front Tactics: 


"United front from below - almost always, united front from below and at the same time from above 
- quite often, with all the necessary guarantees as a tactic for the revolutionary mobilization of the 
masses, united front only from above - never!" (Zinoviev ad V. 

World Congress, Protocol, Vol. 1, p. 81) (see also Theses on Tactics, Section VIII, in: Theses and 
Resolutions of the Fifth World Congress of Al, p. 25/26) 


8) The right (Brandler) about the workers' government: 
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“It is neither the dictatorship of the proletariat nor a peaceful, parliamentary rise to it. It is an 
attempt by the working class to pursue workers' politics within the framework and initially with 
the means of bourgeois democracy, supported by proletarian organs and proletarian mass 
movements." (Resolution of the 8th 

(Leipzig) Party Congress of the KPD, in the report on the 8th Party Congress, p. 240, also 
quoted in the minutes of the 5th World Congress, Vol. 1, p. 85) 


The Fourth World Congress formulated in its theses: “Every bourgeois government is at the 
same time a capitalist government, but not every workers' government is a truly proletarian 
one, that is, a revolutionary instrument of power of the proletariat. The Communist International 
must consider the following possibilities: 


Liberal Labor Government..., 

Social Democratic Workers' Government (Germany), 
Government of workers and poorer farmers wid) 
Workers' government with the participation of communists, 


Real proletarian revolutionary workers' government, which can only be embodied in its pure 
form by the communists. 


The first two types are not revolutionary workers' governments, but in reality disguised coalition 
governments between the bourgeoisie and anti-revolutionary workers’ leaders... 


The two other types of workers' governments in which communists can participate do not yet 
mean the dictatorship of the proletariat, they are not even a historically inevitable transitional 
form of dictatorship, but they could, where they come about, form a starting point for the struggle 
for dictatorship . 


The complete dictatorship of the proletariat is only that real workers’ government which consists 
of communists." (In the theses on the tactics of IV. 
World Congress, page 16) 


9) The Fifth World Congress on the slogan of the workers' government: 


“The opportunist elements of the Comintern have in the past period 

tried to distort the slogan of the workers’ and peasants’ government by interpreting it as a 
government ‘within the framework of bourgeois democracy’ and as a political alliance with social 
democracy. The Fifth World Congress absolutely rejects such an interpretation. The slogan of 
the workers and 
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For the Comintern, peasant government is ... the slogan of the dictatorship of the proletariat." 
(Theses and resolutions ... p. 27) 


10) The right against transitional demands in 1924: “In accordance with 
the liquidation of the period 1918 to 1923 and the changed role of the 
social democracy, all transitional demands that are linked to the 
democratic-reformist demands of the SPD must now be dropped. The 
slogan of proletarian dictatorship and socialization must become the 
dominant propaganda slogans and be closely linked to the struggles 
against the needs of the day." (Report on the 9th Party Congress. p. 179) 


11) The Fifth World Congress on Partial Demands: 


a) Section but vice versa, even presupposes it." 


b) Draft program, Part IV (The path to the dictatorship of the proletariat), Section 
A/b: ... The party puts forward a whole series of interim solutions and partial 
demands that are determined by the situation, but it must use these demands and 
slogans to its revolutionary Subordinate the goal - the conquest of power and the 
overthrow of the bourgeois-capitalist society." (ibid., p. 77) 


12) In the report of the Central Committee of the KPD to the 12th party congress 
(“The KPD, 2 years of work and struggle”), on page 201 there is a “catastrophic 
decline” in the SPD, a “refuse movement that includes hundreds of thousands, if 
not millions”. , spoke, and then concluded that the "leadership of the SPD over 
the majority of German industrial workers is already highly problematic." It then 
goes on to say that there can be no question of any serious opposition in the 
SPD: "The decisive crisis The bourgeois workers’ party is obviously not taking 
the form of the emergence of a left wing within its ranks, but rather the migration 
of the best workers elements from its periphery to communism." 


13) From the resolution of VI. World Congress (1928): 


“36. As a result of the increased trust in industry and the tendencies towards 
state capitalism, as a result of the fusion of the organizations of the state and 
the trusts with the apparatus of the reformist trade unions, as a result of the new, 
thoroughly bourgeois and actively imperialist ideology of social democracy, the 
fight against this 'bourgeois Workers' Party’ should be tightened... 


37. The intensification of the struggle against social democracy shifts the focus 
decisively to the united front from below, but it removes it 
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Communists are not obliged to distinguish between the social democratic workers 
who are merely misled and the social democratic leaders who play the role of 
lackeys of imperialism 


38. The communist parties, the revolutionary trade union opposition and the 
revolutionary trade unions can only win the leading role in these struggles in the 
bitter struggle against social democracy and the politically corrupt trade union 
bureaucracy... With regard to the united front of the 
bourgeois state, the business organizations and the reformist trade union 
bureaucracy, whose common efforts are aimed at strangling the strike movement 
through compulsory arbitration, our main task is to develop the energy and 
initiative of the masses and, in favorable situations, the struggle against the will of 
the reformist trade union bureaucracy.” 


14) From Comrade Pieck's speech at the Seventh World Congress of the Cl: 
“With the slogan of the independent leadership of strikes by the revolutionary 
minority, the communists contributed to triggering strikes and freeing revolutionary 
trade union work from the shackles of the reformist trade union apparatus. But in 
implementing this slogan, the first indispensable task of the revolutionary minority 
was neglected: to secure the consent of the majority of the company's workforce 
to the proclamation of the strike and the formation of an independent strike 
leadership elected by the strikers... 


The experience of the struggles also taught that the reformist trade union leaders, 
under the pressure of the growing strike sentiment of the masses, were not always 
able to reject the strike and that the united front tactic was therefore possible and 
necessary. The opportunists in our ranks were of the opinion that on the strike 
issue one had to put the reformist union bigwigs under pressure from the masses 
of members, but that if the union leaders rejected the strike one had to submit to 
their decisions. 


Of course we had to fight this opportunistic view. But it was again a mistake to 
assume that it was opportunistic to put any pressure on the reformist trade union 
bureaucracy through the masses of members, as our position against Brandler's 
slogan “force the bigwigs” was interpreted in Germany and later in other countries. 
The revolutionary minority concentrated all its attention on the independent 
management of the strikes, but neglected such a task as 
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such as participation in the strike movements led by the reformist union leaders..." 


15) From a speech by Ernst Thalmann at the VI. World Congress of Al (Volume, p. 
618): 


"In the practical implementation of politics, strong opportunistic tendencies and 
deviations also become apparent... | only want to present to the Congress two 
formulations from the party's official organs. A comrade writes in an article from the 
Leipzig district official organ, ‘Party Work' Among other things, the following: "The 
party must declare to the workers that it is willing and ready to support a social 
democratic government. The party must explain clearly and specifically what demands 
it makes of the government." This is a completely opportunistic theory reminiscent of 
that theory of leadership from 1923." 


This Thalmann quote is a further indication of how disastrous the opportunistic failure 
of the Brandler leadership in 1923 was. It was this chilling example that was constantly 
before the eyes of the proletarian core of the KPD leadership and which they wanted 
to prevent at all costs from being repeated. 


Dimitroff at the VII World Congress of the Cl: “Our absolutely negative position 
towards the social democratic governments, which are governments of compromise 
with the bourgeoisie, is well known. However, we do not believe that the existence of 
a Social Democratic government or a government coalition between the Social 
Democratic Party and bourgeois parties constitutes an insurmountable obstacle to 
establishing a united front with the Social Democrats on certain issues. We are of the 
opinion that in this case too, a united front to protect the vital interests of the working 
people and in the fight against fascism is entirely possible and necessary. 


A social democratic government is in power in Sweden for the third time, but in 
practice the Swedish communists have for a long time refrained from using the united 
front. 


What could be more natural in this situation and what could correspond more to the 
wishes of the working masses than an approach by the Communist Party to all social 
democratic and trade union organizations with the proposal to undertake joint actions 
to implement these demands put forward by the Social Democratic Party? 


16) “From a speech” by Ernst Thalmann at the VI World Congress of Al: 
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a) “The Essen party conference adopted a formulation in which the ‘left’ 
Social democracy is described as the most dangerous enemy of communism in the 
workers' movement. We hope that the VI. World Congress makes a clear decision on 
this question, because this question is of the utmost importance for a number of 
sections." (E. Thalmann, op. cit., vol. |, p. 607) 


b) “Red Flag” of November 4, 1928 in a report on the party conference on the decisions 
of the VI World Congress: “The German party was the first of the Comintern to take the 
initiative at the Essen party conference to support the left-wing SPD- to mark leaders 
as the main enemies of communism and the labor movement." 


c) From the theses of VI. World Congress: 


“21. A particularly nefarious role in the divisive campaign of reformism is played by the 
so-called 'left' leaders of social democracy, who swear by unity in words, but in reality 
always and always unconditionally support the criminal methods of division of the 
International and the Amsterdam!Trade Union International." 


Comrade Pieck at the Brussels conference of the KPD: "It was particularly our attitude 
towards the left in the social democracy that made it extremely difficult for us to create 
the united front." (‘The new path to the common fight for the overthrow of the Hitler 
dictatorship’. Verlag Neuer Weg 1947, p. 41) 


17) From the theses of VI. World Congress: 


“24 ... More or less developed tendencies and seeds of the fascist movement can be 
found everywhere today. The ideology of class cooperation, which is the official ideology 
of social democracy, has many points of contact with the ideology of fascism. The seeds 
of the fascist methods used against the revolutionary workers' movement can be found 
in the practice of many social democratic parties, as well as in the practice of the 
reformist trade union bureaucracy." (op. cit., p. 24) 


18) In the dispute with the representatives of the Brandler-Thalheimer group, their 
representatives gave v. October 19, 1928, Hausen and Galm, made a statement in 
which it said, among other things: "Today, immediately before the 10th anniversary of its 
existence, the KPD is on the edge of the abyss." (Rote Fahne v. 23.X .1928) 


19) The Central Committee's report to the 12th Party Congress (op. cit., p. 159) 
contains a compilation of responses from various district leaderships to the Central 
Committee's survey on how the party organizations supported the decisions of the 6th EKKI Plenun 
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have recorded. Some of the answers are reproduced here according to their content: 


Berlin-Brandenburg district management: The members consider the resolutions to be very correct, but 
are often of the opinion that they are not applicable to their company. 
(Siemens, Osram, Borsig and others) 


Halle-Merseburg: The comrades agree to the resolutions, but they become wavering when it comes to 
enforcing them and are afraid of the consequences. 


Upper Silesia: Individual leading company officials, who had gained influence and filled important 
positions through years of tough union work, turned against the new tactics. 


20) To assess the situation of capitalism and the revolutionary movement. 


a) The 12th Party Congress: (June 1929) 
E. Thalmann, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 64-78 


On the history of the KPD, a selection of materials and documents, p. 256 ff. 
(Resolution of the 12th Party Congress) 


The 12th party congress takes place before the outbreak of the global economic crisis. He notes the 
intensification of all imperialist contrasts and contradictions, points out the increasing unemployment in 
Germany, the devastating consequences of accepting the YOUNG plan for the working masses and the 
offensive of capital associated with the YOUNG plan. He states that the German bourgeoisie is striving 
to switch to open fascist dictatorship. He sees the beginning of a new revolutionary upsurge on the side 
of the working class, which is reflected, among other things, in the fact that the working class is moving 
from defending itself against capital's offensive to counterattacking. 


b) The Xth EKKI Plenum (July 1929) 
See E. Thalmann, op. cit., pp. 158-255, especially pp. 184-187 


Theses of the Xth Plenum in: “The Communist International, selection of documents and speeches...”, 
published by the “Karl Marx” party college at the SED Central Committee, pp. 170-188. 


The Xth Plenum confirms the assessment of the 12th Party Congress and particularly underlines the fact 
of the revolutionary turnaround. 
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Ernst Thalmann at the Xth EKKI Plenum: "We can say that from a revolutionary point of view, 
the current economic struggles are the preliminary battles of the great decisive battle." (p. 187) 


From the theses of the Xth Plenum: "The class struggles are beginning to turn from offensive 
struggles on the part of the bourgeoisie into counter-attack struggles and partly into direct 
offensive struggles by the proletariat." (Material: Party University, p. 180) 


c) Meeting of the extended executive committee of the EKKI, February 1930, E. Thalmann, aa 
O., pp. 305-331, especially pp. 305 - 310, Material Party University, pp. 189-205 


D. Manuilski: The global economic crisis and the revolutionary rise, paper on 
the extended plenum ... Published by Carl Hoym Nachf. 


This conference was the first after the outbreak of the global economic crisis and gave the 
following assessments: 


From Manuilski’s presentation: “The crisis signals the beginning of the decline of capitalist 
stabilization. The end of stabilization is not yet approaching, but only the beginning of decay, 
because collapse, even that of capitalist stabilization, would mean the collapse of the capitalist 
system, that is, the emergence of an objectively revolutionary situation in the capitalist countries. 


It would mean that the entire political superstructure that had emerged due to the relative 
stabilization of capitalism in the post-war period was not only shaken but collapsed by the 
revolutionary movement of the working masses." (op. cit., p. 24) 


Here the end of relative stabilization is equated with the revolutionary situation, with the collapse 
of the capitalist system. See the 12th Plenum of the EKKI! 


From the resolution on Gen. Manuilski's report: “The economic crisis in the United States, which 
began three months later (after the Xth EKKI Plenum, KG), and added to the depression already 
existing in a number of capitalist countries and colonies joined, accelerated the pace of 
escalation of the fundamental contradictions of world capitalism to the highest degree..." 


(Material PHS, p. 18) 


“As a result, the economic crisis deepens the general crisis of capitalism 
system, exacerbates its internal and external contradictions, destroys the unstable capitalist 
stabilization and accelerates the pace of the revolution 
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Upswing in the capitalist countries as well as in the colonies." (op. cit., p. 192) 


"The world crisis will have all the more disastrous consequences for capitalism because 
it is unfolding at a time of powerful economic boom in the Soviet Union, which in this 
respect is in complete contrast to the entire capitalist world." (op. cit., p. 193) 


“With the unfolding of the bitter struggle within the imperialist camp for the redivision of 
the world, with the growth of the revolutionary movement in the capitalist countries and 
in the colonies, and with the victorious development of socialist construction in the 
Soviet Union, the danger of new imperialist wars is growing, in particular the danger of 
a military attack on the Soviet Union." 


d) March Plenum 1930 of the Central Committee of the KPD 
E. Thalmann, op. cit., pp. 332-398, esp. 353-357 


The March plenum served to disseminate the results of the expanded Presidium and to 
make them more concrete for Germany. 


At this plenum, Thalmann states that "the adoption of the YOUNG plan will mean a 
worsening of the emerging crisis in Germany." "This crisis will become much more 
severe in Germany than in England and France." (Thalmann, op. cit., p. 353) 


e) July plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1930 


E. Thalmann. loc. cit., pp. 453-476, esp. pp. 453-462: "More and more phenomena are 
emerging that reflect the turning of the economic crisis into the political crisis of the 
capitalist system." (p. 459) 


"In such a situation of ferment and indignation among the masses as exists today, the 
conditions for us to carry the great idea of communism, the struggle and victory of the 
proletarian revolution to the masses are growing." (p. 461) 


f) January plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1931 


E. Thalmann, excerpts from speeches, edited. vd Party University “Karl Marx”, p. 
214-279 (People's Revolution over Germany) 


"The development of the crisis in Germany has reached a particularly high level, even 
according to the civil statements.” (p. 224) 
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“Small and medium-sized businesses see their own existence threatened by the 
entrepreneurs’ offensive. One can speak of an incipient class consciousness, of a certain 
rapprochement with the proletariat.” (p. 229) 


“We say that tendencies of revolutionary crisis are emerging. One could perhaps even 
speak of some elements of the revolutionary crisis in Germany. 

It is also clear that in a few months we will be able to choose an even more precise 
formulation on this question because the pace of development is very rapid." (p. 234) 


"The perspective that emerges is that the lowest point (of the crisis) has by no means been 
reached, but that further exacerbation must occur." (p. 234) 


“The conditions for a simultaneous upswing of the workers' movement in all key capitalist 
countries, albeit at different speeds, are present. This will make the situation objectively 
more favorable for the proletariat in the country where the crisis and the revolutionary 
upswing are most advanced." 

(p. 236) 


Reference to Lenin's theses, "according to which there cannot be an absolutely hopeless 
situation for capitalism based on objective factors alone... We must make the situation 
hopeless for capitalism!" (p. 237) 


g) XI. EKKI plenum (March-April 1931) 


DS Manuilski: The communist parties and the crisis of capitalism. - 
Published by Carl Hoym Nachf. 


Theses of the XI. Plenums, material from the PHS about Al, p. 206 ff 


From Manuilski's presentation: About the crisis in the loser countries of World War |. 


World War: "... this creates the conditions in these countries for the elements of the 
revolutionary crisis to mature more quickly than in the other capitalist countries, the creditor 
countries." (loc. cit., p. 33) "Above all, it must be established that the present revolutionary 
upsurge is the maturing second round of revolutions and wars... it will, in its momentum, be 
a continuation of October 1917 and lead to the victory of the proletariat in a number of 
countries. 


There will be no return from the current crisis to capitalist stabilization. Rather, there will be 
a further decay of capitalism and a growth of the revolutionary upsurge with new vigor. But 
precisely because it is the upswing of an entire historical epoch and not an episodic 
upswing, there are cyclical fluctuations in it 


94 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


type possible. We have had examples of such fluctuations more than once in our 
work over the last year." (p. 50) 


This is a completely different assessment than at the expanded plenary session of 
the Presidium in February 1930, where Manuilski had said that it was absolutely not 
impossible "... that after the current world economic crisis, which deepens the general 
crisis of capitalism, the capitalist "The world will undergo a new wave of capitalist 
rationalization, that is, a phase of restoration of basic capital, which will entail a 
feverish temporary rise in industry and commerce." (Speech at the enlarged plenary 
session... p. 40) 


Back to XI. Plenum: “Unfortunately, we do not yet have a fully developed revolutionary 
crisis in a single country. ...the prerequisites for such a development exist in 
-- Germany..." (p. 59) 


From the theses of the XI. Plenum: “The contrasts between the capitalist and the 
socialist system have never acquired such strength in their development, and the 
advantage of the socialist system has never appeared as vividly as it does today... 


This increasing contrast between two systems, which forms the main axis of 
contemporary international relations, has an impact on the further development of 
contradictions within the imperialist world. which have experienced a particular 
aggravation as a result of the crisis." (Material: PHS, p. 208) 


“The year that has passed since the last meeting of the enlarged Presidium of the 
EKKI in February 1930, which is a year of historical change, has shown the growth 
of the crisis, the inevitability of the downfall of the capitalist system and the victorious 
rise of socialist construction. Capitalist stabilization is coming to an end..." (S 207) 


"The development of the class struggle under the conditions of the further spread of 
the global economic crisis presents the broad working masses with a decisive choice: 
either dictatorship of the bourgeoisie - or dictatorship of the proletariat.” (p. 212) 


h) February Plenum 1932 of the Central Committee of the KPD 
E. Thalmann, The revolutionary way out and the KPD. (Brochure) 


"A capitalist way out of the crisis is becoming more and more difficult for the 
bourgeoisie." (p. 4) "The danger of war is taking on more and more current forms, 
both in the escalation of the conflicts between the imperialists and especially in... 
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the direction of the imminent war of intervention against the Soviet Union. 
The events in the Far East show that the imperialist war has turned from a danger into a fact..." 
(p. 6) 


“With the worsening of the crisis on a global scale, we have also seen a higher phase in the 
development of the crisis in Germany, ... it ... shows in this intensified stage of the world crisis 
that a number of the most important commanding heights of finance capital, Major banks and 
large industrial groups are affected by the crisis." (p. 18) 


"All of this clearly shows that the developments that lie ahead of us are bound to result in a 
further worsening of the crisis." (p. 19) 


i) XII. EKKI plenum (September 1932) 
Theses of the XII. Plenums, Material PHS, p. 229 ff 
“At the same time, the capitalist world continues: 
a) the worsening of the global economic crisis, 
b) the increase of the revolutionary upsurge..., 
c) the further intensification of the contradictions between the imperialist states ..., 


d) strengthening the preparation of the counter-revolutionary war against the 
Soviet Union." (p. 229/30) 


“However, this does not in any way lead to the conclusion of an automatic collapse of 
capitalism, but rather the inevitability of the further increase in the revolutionary upsurge and 
the further sharpening of all the fundamental contradictions that put the bourgeoisie on the 
path to their violent solution, both within the country and on the international arena." (p. 230) 


“The end of the relative stabilization of capitalism has come. But there is still no immediate 
revolutionary situation in the most important and decisive capitalist countries. At the present 
moment the transition is taking place to a new cycle of great clashes between classes and 
states, to a new cycle of revolutions and wars." (p. 230) 


"Germany is one of the most important centers of the sharpest and most tense international 
imperialist conflicts.” (p. 231) 


j) 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932 
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E. Thalmann: In the fight against the fascist dictatorship, speech and closing words at 
the party conference, - brochure. 


The 3rd party conference was primarily concerned with the results of the XII. 

EKKI plenum and adopted its assessment: “All the talk from the bourgeoisie, the 
bourgeois and social democratic press about an easing of the crisis, an imminent turn 
into depression or even a new prosperity is either baseless utopia or deliberate fraud. 
In the face of these speculations... we communists say to the masses in the strongest 
possible terms that the crisis is not easing, but on the contrary is entering a more acute 
stage." (p. 7) 


“What conclusions follow from all these facts? A monstrous increase and intensification 
of the class struggle, an intensification in the struggle between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat, between the ruling classes and the working masses, of such magnitude that 
the conditions for the revolutionary crisis in Germany are thereby greatly increased... 


If you look at the current wave of strikes as a response to Papen's September 
emergency regulations, in connection with the general aggravation of the situation, a 
perspective emerges from this. which points to new, more violent, increasingly bitter 
mass struggles." (p. 8) 


k) XIII. Plenum of the EKKI, December 1933 
Material: PHS, p. 266 ff 


"The development of the general crisis of capitalism after the end of the relative 
stabilization - which was established by the last (XIIth) Plenum of the EKKI - has already 
led to a widespread shaking of the capitalist system throughout the world." (p. 266) 


“The foundations of capitalism are already being destroyed as a result of its deep, 
insoluble contradictions. The world economic crisis has become closely intertwined with 
the general crisis of capitalism and is exacerbating all the main contradictions of the 
capitalist world to such an extent that a reversal can occur at any moment, which will 
mean the transformation of the economic crisis into a revolutionary crisis. The great 
task before the international proletariat is to transform this crisis of the capitalist world 
into the victory of the proletarian revolution." (p. 271) 


21) Expectation of a rapid collapse of social democracy. 
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a) E. Thalmann at the 12th party conference of the KPD (June 1929): Speeches and essays, 
vol. 2, p. 83; 84; 89; 91 


Resolution of the 12th Party Congress: "The revolutionization of the proletariat is inseparably 
linked to the advance of the Communist Party, which is becoming the dominant party of large 
companies and has taken up the decisive offensive to break the influence of the reformists." (On 


the history of the KPD, selection from Materials and documents, p. 260) 


b) X. EKKI Plenum (July 1929): 


"The German working masses are overcoming their illusions regarding social democracy through 
their own practical experience." (Material: PHS, p. 177) 


“The plenum of the EKKI states that the current takeover of government by the largest parties of 
the Second International, in view of the looming war and the increasing misery of the working 
class, is creating the conditions for the most drastic crisis of social democracy among the masses. 
This crisis finds expression in the acceleration of the process of radicalization of the broad working 
masses. It inevitably causes social democracy to lose its influence on the broad working masses 
and thereby creates favorable conditions for the conquest of the majority of the working class by 
the communist parties." (ibid., p. 179) Ernst Thalmann at the Xth Plenum: See: Vol. 2, p. 189 


c) Extended Presidium of the EKKI. February 1930 


From Manuilski's speech: “Of course, in a revolutionary situation the destruction of social 
democratic influence will take place differently than it does now. In a revolutionary situation, the 
disintegration of social fascism will occur at a catastrophic pace, entire layers of workers will break 


away from social democracy... Unfortunately, we are not yet at this level of revolutionary 
advancement. We still have to work a lot and suffer many defeats before we achieve that significant 


forces of the social democratic workers break away from their party." (D. Manuilski, The World 
Economic Crisis and the Revolutionary Rise, p. 47) 


d) From the resolution of the Fifth RGI Congress, September 1930: 


(Section IV B 3. c): “In countries like Germany, where there is an organizationally consolidated 
revolutionary trade union opposition, the unorganized should 
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Join the revolutionary trade union opposition and be integrated into its ranks. The 
Congress confirms the decisions of the RGO of Germany and Poland to delete the 
slogan "Into the reformist unions", with the strongest struggle being waged against 
all tendencies towards the cessation of work and the voluntary withdrawal of the 
supporters of the RGI from the reformist unions. The RGI supporters in these 
countries must ... now consistently and consciously and tirelessly work towards the 
organization and development of a revolutionary trade union movement for the 
purpose of better and more successful preparation and leadership of the class 
struggles of the proletariat. This course towards the creation of independent 
revolutionary organs from top to bottom All work is to be subordinated to trade 
unionism." (The RGI on the attack, brochure 1930, p. 113/114) 


c) January Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1931: 


Ernst Thalmann on the political effects of the crisis, especially on the result of the 
Reichstag elections in September 1930: “We must place the revolutionary upswing 
at the center of our considerations...On the one hand, the break-in of the Communist 
Party into the camp of reformism. The capture of the majority of the workforce in 

key proletarian districts. A process of concentration of the proletarian class forces 
under the leadership of the KPD." (Ernst Thalmann, excerpts from speeches, PHS 
material, p. 238) 


"A fourth factor of the revolutionary upswing is the present, much more significant 
role of the RGO, which also appears externally in the creation of red unions, such 
as the Unified Association of Metal Workers in Berlin or now the Miners of the Ruhr 
Area." (ibid., p. 239) 


“What is the situation now? On the one hand we find the complete crisis of reformist 
theory, and on the other hand we find numerous manifestations of internal ferment, 
decomposition and rebellion in the ranks of the SPD and SAJ membership. That is 
why we are setting the bold task today: liquidating the mass influence of the SPD..." 
(ibid., p. 250) 


“Today, social democracy is losing more and more political respect. With the 
reduction of the worker aristocratic base of reformism, the SPD's permanent 


historical decline is taking place. Here we must continue the offensive that we have 
successfully begun and win over millions more social democratic workers and 


those on the periphery." (ibid., p. 251) 


"The RGO has the greatest opportunity for development today, and it must become 
a true movement of millions in Germany." (ibid., p. 262) 
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f) From the resolution of the 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: 
“The continuing, slow decline of the mass influence of the social democracy, the 
growing dissatisfaction of the union members with the official policy of the ADGB 
and the beginning of the decline of the Hitler movement give the KPD the greatest 
opportunities for the successful implementation of the task: to conquer the majority 
of the proletariat in the fight for political power, to win the remaining working middle 
classes partly as allies for the working class, partly to neutralize them." (Ernst 
Thalmann, "In the fight against the fascist dictatorship ", p. 45) 


22) From the program of the Communist International, adopted by 
VI. World Congress 


"The main task of fascism is the destruction of the revolutionary vanguard of the 
working class, that is, the communist layers of the proletariat and their leading 
cadres." (Material: PHS, p. 20) 


23) By the way, the XII. Plenum of the EKKI (September 1932) correctly marked 
this difference between social democracy and the fascist party, but without drawing 
the necessary conclusions from it. It says: “3. 

Fascism and social fascism (social democratism) advocate the maintenance and 
consolidation of capitalism, the bourgeois dictatorship, but they draw different 
tactical conclusions from this... The social fascists prefer a more moderate and 
‘lawful' application of bourgeois class power because they oppose restrictions on 
the basis of the bourgeois dictatorship are; They are committed to their “democratic” 
camouflage and the maintenance, preferably of their parliamentary forms, the 
absence of which makes it difficult for them to fulfill their special function of 
deceiving the working masses. 

At the same time, the social fascists ... provide the cover under whose protection 
the fascists have the opportunity to organize their forces and clear the way for the 
fascist dictatorship." (Material PHS, p. 234) 


24) In an article in the “Communist Internationale”. Issue 21/22 from June 7th, 
1931 it says about the situation in Germany: “The fact that, despite the attitude of 
the SPD leadership, the SPD workers have not yet joined the party in their 
thousands Turning one's back on social fascism shows once again that the SPD's 
organizational structure has not yet been shaken to its foundations." (p. 999) 


25) From Ernst Thalmann's closing statement at the Central Committee plenum 
in February 1932: “There was also a weak point in the statements of Comrade 
Selbmann, who wanted to defend the mistake of the Saxon district management 
in the matter of sending delegations to the reformist union offices. 
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One must say: Just not a new edition of the theory 'Force the bigwigs!’ 
(The revolutionary way out and the KPD, p. 92) 


26) On the question: bourgeois democracy and fascism 
a) March Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1930: 


Here we still find a considerable misunderstanding of the situation and the intentions 
of the bourgeoisie. A week before the fall of the Hermann Müller government, Ernst 
Thalmann stated: “Didn't we see that with every revolutionary escalation, the Social 
Democrats entered the government, as in 1919 and 1923? And hasn't it always 
concealed its counter-revolutionary actions through pseudo-maneuvers against the 
reaction?" (E. Thalmann, Speeches and Essays, Vol. 2, p. 361) 


b) From the resolution of the Political Bureau of the Central Committee of the KPD 
“On the Fight against Fascism” dated June 4, 1930: In this resolution, the Brüning 
government is described as a government that arms and organizes the fascist terrorist 
gangs to crush the proletarian revolution, without qualifying it as a fascist government 
itself. Rather, a very correct distinction is made between the Brüning government on 
the one hand, and the Frick government in Thuringia on the other. This is - very 
carefully considered! - described as the "beginning of a government of fascist 
dictatorship". . (On the history of the KPD, p. 264) 


c) January plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1931 


It is rightly stated here: “As the revolution escalates, the importance of armed counter- 
revolution as a mass movement for the bourgeoisie grows. But only the Nazis can 
provide this to a decisive extent, not the social democracy... With the intensification of 
the class struggle and, on the other hand, with the permanent decline in the mass 
influence of the SPD, the role of the Nazis is growing." (Ernst Thalmann, Material: 
PHS, p. 242/ 243) 


Furthermore: “What is the class content of the fascist dictatorship?... It is not the class 
content that changes, but the methods. The forms of rule change, not the content of 
rule, if bourgeois democracy is replaced by fascist dictatorship." (ibid., p. 244) 


Then Ernst Thalmann examines the situation in Germany using the Al program, where 
he comes to the following conclusion: “On the other hand, the program does not 
foresee such a situation where the bourgeoisie already governs with fascist methods, 
but the fascist mass party is still outside of it government, even in a pseudo-opposition. 
Finally, it is clear that in industrial Germany, with its large working class and strong 
communist party, the full development of fascist rule is serious 
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Obstacles are to be opposed... In Germany we have the condition of a maturing fascist 
dictatorship. In its current phase of development, the Brüning government is the government 
implementing the fascist dictatorship." (ibid., p. 244) 


In the same speech, Thalmann describes fascism as the “main enemy of the proletariat in the 
context of the class struggle against the bourgeoisie, against capitalism in Germany”. (p. 250) 


In the January plenum of 1931 there were already many approaches to overcoming certain 
misconceptions and a correct analysis of the situation, which if continued consistently would 
lead to a change in tactics. What progress e.g. B. compared to the March plenary session in 
1930, where Thalmann said that social fascism was the weapon of the fascist dictatorship! 


On the XI. At the EKKI plenum, however, these approaches were not further developed, but 
on the contrary were fought against. 


d) XI. EKKI plenum. April 1931: 


In his speech, Manuilski speaks out against those communists "who completely identify social 
fascism with fascism" or "who identify the social democratic workers with their leadership 
apparatus." 


In his closing words, however, he explains that "fascism and social fascism are merely two 
shades of the same social support of the bourgeois dictatorship." (DS Manuilski, The 
Communist Parties and the Crisis of Capitalism, p. 121) 


In contrast to Thalmann's statements at the KPD's January plenum, Manuilski explains: 
“Fascism is not a new method of government that differs from the system of dictatorship of 
the bourgeoisie. Anyone who thinks like that is a liberal." 

(Ibid., p. 108). 


And Manuilski's statement is also directed against a thesis of the January Plenum, namely 
that the main enemy of the proletariat is fascism: "The main enemy of the working class was, 
is and remains the bourgeoisie." (ibid., p. 122) 


He explains: “Some comrades strive to use a magnifying glass to discover the smallest 
subtleties that distinguish the fascist form of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie from the 
bourgeois dictatorship of the 'normal' type, so to speak... What's the point of that, comrades? 
Behind all these convulsive theoretical efforts, which only confuse the question... is in reality 
a confrontation of fascism as a 'new type’ of the bourgeois state against the old one 
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democratic type... The entire intensification of the class struggle testifies to the 

fact that the difference in the methods of class rule between the so-called bourgeois 
democracy and fascism will become more and more blurred, or has already been 
blurred in practice... Social democracy proclaims, to the masses' awareness to 
deceive that the main enemy of the working class is fascism in order to remove 

the question of the fight against the dictatorship of capital from the agenda at all." 
(ibid., p. 122) 


In accordance with this attitude, the XI. EKKI plenary adopted the slogan: “Fight 
against the bourgeois dictatorship in all its forms.” (The KI, Material: PHS, Vol. 2, 
p. 226) 


The XI. Plenum not only brought with it a scaling back of the approaches to 
liberation from the rigid, sectarian line, but also a further strengthening of 
sectarianism. (Equating the Braun-Severing government with a Hitler-Goebbels 
government in E. Thalmann's article from December 1931) 


Manuilski continues in the XI. EKKI Plenum: "Depending on which wing the 
bourgeoisie will rely on in the fight against the proletariat, we must also determine 
which side the main blow of the communists must be delivered." (p. 123) (This is 
particularly clear here expression that it was not recognized that, despite all the 
differences in the bourgeois camp, the entire German monopoly bourgeoisie was 
striving in one direction - in the direction of including the Nazis in the government 
- because only that could give the fascist dictatorship in Germany a relative 
consolidation.) 


Manuilski continues: “The Brüning government is now the main enemy because 
there is now increased resistance to Hitler's rise to power... 


It is precisely such a question that best allows us to debunk the theory of the 
‘lesser evil’. Precisely because the communists in Germany are fighting against 
the bourgeois dictatorship, their main enemy, embodied today by the Brüning 
government, they exposed the maneuver of the social democrats, which portrays 
the Brüning government as the ‘lesser evil' compared to Hitler's fascism. The 
whole theory of the ‘lesser evil’ is based on the premise that Hitler-style fascism is 
the main enemy, and on the basis of this premise one cannot prove to the workers 
without completely identifying the Brüning government with a possible Hitler 
government. that the Brüning government is not a lesser evil. But we still do not 
identify Brüning with Hitler, and the social fascism that Brüning supports with Hitler 
fascism." (ibid.) 
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If you break down this somewhat complicated argument, you get the following 
logical step: 


1) We have to prove that the ‘lesser evil' theory is wrong. 


2) If we accept the thesis that Hitler is the main enemy, we would not be able to 
provide this proof because then any other government would actually be a lesser 
evil compared to a Hitler government, unless we claim that there is no difference 
between any government Hitler and the Brüning government. 


3) But we can't say that, we can't do Brüning with Hitler 
and do not identify fascism with social fascism. 


4) So we cannot accept the thesis of Hitler fascism as the main enemy, because 
then we cannot prove that the ‘little evil theory’ 
wrong is. 


5) We can only provide this proof if we say that the bourgeois dictatorship in the 
form of the government that exercises it is the main enemy. This means that Hitler 
cannot be the main enemy since he is not in government and probably won't be 
in government any time soon. The main enemy is Brüning because he is in 
government. 


6) With this we have proven that the theory of the "lesser evil" is wrong, because 
if Brüning is the main enemy, then he cannot be the lesser evil, but then he is the 
greatest evil. This argument was of course not true at all suitable to explain away 
the feeling, the instinctive knowledge, from the Social Democratic workers that 
they and the entire working class were threatened by the greatest danger from 
Hitler. Compared to such an argument, the Social Democratic theory of the "lesser 
evil" must have seemed decidedly more plausible to them. 


e) Ernst Thalmann in his article in December 1931: “The SPD is clear that the 
bourgeoisie will not forego its assistance in the exercise of the dictatorship of the 
bourgeoisie even if at a later date it supports the National Socialists in the 
implementation of the bourgeoisie fascist forms of rule of capitalist class rule 
within the Reich government. 

So it is gradually preparing to support a Hitler-Brining government in place of 
today's Bruning-Groener government." ("Die Internationale", issue 11/12 1931, p. 
498/99) 


f) February Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD: 
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“The process of implementing the fascist dictatorship by the Brüning government, as we 
analyzed it six months ago at the January plenum in 1931, has taken on the most violent forms 
within the last twelve months... Nobody will now doubt that we the course of the Brüning- 
Groener government in the Reich and its Braun-Severing branch in Prussia are dealing with a 
fascist course, that we were right when we... spoke of a maturing, not yet fully developed 
fascist dictatorship. " 


(Ernst Thalmann, The revolutionary way out, p. 23) 
g) XII. EKKI plenum, September 1932: 


“The dictatorship of the bourgeoisie is constantly changing in the direction of a further 
intensification of political reaction and the fascistization of the state... However, the bourgeoisie 
by no means renounces the use of parliament and the services of the social democratic parties 
to deceive the masses. 


In Germany, the government of Papen-Schleicher ... established one of the forms of fascist 
dictatorship that the Social Democrats and the Center paved the way for. The further 
development or collapse of this dictatorship depends on the revolutionary struggle of the 
working class against fascism in all its forms." (The KI, Material: Party University, p. 232/33) 


h) 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: 


From Ernst Thalmann's presentation: “This formulation (Papen government one of the forms 
of fascist dictatorship, KG) ... shows ... that the current form of rule of the German bourgeoisie 
is not something rigid and closed, but, that the further development of the bourgecisie's forms 
of rule depends primarily on the class struggle. 


We have carried out serious ideological educational work that opposed the social democratic 
representation that only the Hitler government was the fascist dictatorship. In contrast, we 
emphasized that one should not simply equate the Hitler government and the fascist 
dictatorship, but rather that a government of the fascist dictatorship without the official 
involvement of the National Socialists was quite conceivable. The current situation confirms 
this view. It is clear that the Papen-Schleicher government does not need to represent the last 
and highest stage of fascism, but rather just one of the forms of fascist dictatorship, although it 
depends on us whether it leads to a further consolidation and development of the fascist 
tyranny or its decomposition." 


(Ernst Thalmann, In the fight against the fascist dictatorship, p. 14) 
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“Any tendency towards a weakening of our fundamental fight against the SPD leaders 
and a liberal comparison of fascism and social fascism is therefore completely 
inadmissible. But we must also not allow these two wings of fascism to be on an equal 
footing. A simple schematic equation of Hitler and Severing, of the Papen government 
and the Brüning government, of social democracy and National Socialism is wrong 
and makes the fight against both the Nazis and the SPD more difficult." (ibid., p. 17) 


(This correction of particularly blatant exaggerations, which had emanated from the 
XIth EKKI plenum and was reflected in E. Thalmann's article in the "Internationale" 
and in the February plenum of the KPD, was at the XII. 

EKKI plenum was initiated, which E. Thalmann expressly refers to.) 


27) The February 1932 plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD on the politics of the greatest evil 
for the working class. 


“The politics that the SPD is pursuing is in reality... the politics of the greatest evil for 
the working class... The social democracy carries out as many attacks in the service 

of the bourgeoisie against the proletariat and the working people as only from the point 
of view of the respective level of maturity the fascistization can be carried out. 


If their counter-revolutionary actions sometimes fall short in one point or another of the 


counter-revolutionary demands put forward by the most extreme wing of fascism, by 
Hugenberg and Hitler, this is not because the SPD is better than Hitler and Hugenberg, 
because their policy would really be a ‘lesser evil’, but only because more plunder and 
oppression of the workers cannot be implemented under the given conditions." ("The 
revolutionary way out and the KPD", p. 37) 


28) Underestimation of the fascist danger - overestimation of one's own strength. 


At the March plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD in 1930, E. Thalmann 


quoted a quote from the "Völkischer Observer" in which the Nazis bluntly announced 
their "demonic will to autocracy." But this quote is cited as evidence of the Nazis' 


"growth" into the state, into the republic, not as evidence of the danger that the Nazis 
threaten the working class. (E. Thalmann, Speeches and Essays, Vol. 2, p. 363) 


From the resolution of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the KPD v. June 4, 
1930: “To an even greater extent as the fascist forces of the bourgeoisie gather and grow 
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the anti-fascist forces of the proletarian revolution." (On the history of the KPD, p. 
266) 


That was the assessment shortly before the Reichstag elections, which gave the 
Nazis 6.3 million votes compared to 810,000 previously. while the votes for the 
KPD grew from 3.2 million to 4.5 million. 


c) January Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1931: 


At this plenum, the underestimation of the fascist danger and the overestimation of 
one's own strengths came to light. B. expressed in the following statement: “The 
bourgeoisie resorts to the extreme form of rule, it uses fascism as a battering ram 
against the proletarian revolution. This historical process shows that the revolution, 
with its higher development, at the same time produces a higher form of counter- 
revolution and, if it overcomes this, can mature into the highest development of 
force. Karl Marx describes this process in a similar form in “Class Struggle in 
France”..." (E. Thalmann, Material: PHS, p. 240) 


d) From an article in the “Communist International”, issue 25/26 from July 1931: 


The situation in Germany and the tasks of the KPD 


This article enumerates the progress of the KPD, the rapid increase in the number 
of its members and the members of the mass revolutionary organizations, and then 
says: “The working peasantry, the officials and the stratum of the urban petty 
bourgeoisie are turning to the Communist Party... The "The communist party is 
beginning to gain the upper hand in the struggle that it has been waging against 
the fascists for influence over the petty-bourgeois masses since the September 
elections last year." (p. 1149) 


e) From the February plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD in 1932: 


“Nothing would be more disastrous than an opportunistic overestimation 
Hitler fascism... 


We must see in the nationalist movement ... in particular the mass base of 
Hugenberg and the German Nationalists, just as, on the other hand, the Brüning 
government used the social democracy as the strongest mass base when 
implementing the emergency decree dictatorship policy.” (op. cit., p. 24) 


"While the social democrats are getting closer and closer to Hitler's fascism, the 
latter is conversely emphasizing its legality." (ibid., p. 26) 
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f) From the 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: "At present there is another 
danger, that of overestimation of fascism, the view that the fascist dictatorship represents a 
consolidation of the class rule of the bourgeoisie." (op. cit., p. 12) 


"In any case, this much is clear: the German proletariat can march into the difficult and 
enormous class battles of the near future with firm, combat-determined confidence, with a 
revolutionary perspective!" (ibid., p. 15) 


Conclusion: stagnation and beginning of decline in the Nazi party. From this results 

"A situation in which the greatest opportunities, but also the greatest tasks, arise for the 
communist party to absorb, gather and integrate these masses disappointed by the SPD and 
Hitler into the revolutionary class army." (p. 18) "That's why "The propaganda for the conquest 
of political power is entering a completely new stage... We will enter the second wave of 
revolutions and wars with completely different conditions than was the case in 1914 or 
1917/1918." (p. 19) 


e) Brussels Conference, October 1935: 


See: “The new path to a common struggle”, Verlag Neuer Weg, 1947, p. 23; 26 ff. 


From Wilhelm Pieck's speech: “In the last two years before the establishment of the Hitler 
dictatorship, we committed serious errors in the implementation of the political line, partly in 
strategic and partly in tactical terms, which mainly relate to the assessment of the situation 
and the class forces refer to the determination of the main thrust of our struggle... 


With a proper Marxist analysis of the situation and class forces, we should have noticed the 
changes that took place during this period in which the fascist danger became increasingly 
prominent. 


This advance of the fascists should have shown us the fascist danger seriously enough and 
caused us to make a turn in our strategic orientation in the direction of the main thrust against 
the fascists and to make every effort to create a united front with the social democratic workers 
in the fight against fascism create." 


29) Assessment of the governments Muller to Papen 


a) X. EKKI plenum on the Hermann Müller government: “... social fascist 
Dictatorship." (E. Thalmann, vol. 2, p. 169) 


b) XI. EKKI plenum (material: PHS, p. 216) 
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“In Germany, the bourgeoisie, which kicked the Muller government, is pursuing the course of 
implementing the fascist dictatorship with ever more vigor, with the direct support of the Social 
Democrats. At the same time, the trust bourgeoisie, using social democracy as the main tool 
sabotaging and disrupting the struggle of the workers, supports, organizes and uses its state 
to support, organize and use the fascist (National Socialist) movement of the petty-bourgeois 
masses in order to switch their discontent onto tracks that will consolidate capitalism lead." 


c) February Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1932: 


“In carrying out this fascist course, we find to this day in the politics of the German bourgeoisie 
the peculiar system of mutual exploitation of the Social Democracy and the Hitler Party, with 
the emphasis still being placed on the SPD as the social mainstay of the bourgeoisie.” ( aa 


O., p. 23) 
d) 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: 


“In the politics of the German bourgeoisie, we had a mutual exploitation of the Social Democrats 
and the National Socialists, with the emphasis under the Brüning government being on the 
SPD, while now under the Papen-Schleicher government in terms of the way in which the two 
pillars are exploited , a certain change has occurred... Social democracy still remains the social 
mainstay of the bourgeoisie. Yes, especially at the moment, since September 13th, the SPD 
has appeared much more openly as a party that tolerates the cabinet than the National 
Socialists." (op. cit., p. 16) 


30) SPD - “Social Main Support” 
a) XI. EKKI plenum: 


An entire section of the plenary theses is entitled: "Social Democracy as the social mainstay of 
the bourgeoisie" (Section III). It is dedicated to the justification of the theory of the mainstay. It 
begins with the statement: "The global economic crisis has clearly reveals the role of 
international social democracy as the social mainstay of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie." 
(Material: PHS, p. 219) And he ends with the conclusion: “Therefore, the exposure of social 
democracy and the II. 


International, the liberation of the working masses from the influence of social democracy, 


isolation and overcoming of social democracy, the next and most urgent task of the communist 
parties, without which a solution would be a successful struggle 
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of the proletariat for its liberation from the capitalist yoke is impossible." 
(Ibid., p. 222) 


b) February Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1932: 


“Even if the Social Democrats, in addition to kicking the Hermann Miller government in the 
spring of 1930, were now given a second kick for the Prussian government, that would not 
mean that they would cease to be the main social support of the bourgeoisie. Even then, our 
strategy would by no means have to undergo a reversal in the direction that the main thrust 
would suddenly no longer have to be directed against the SPD. Even then, our class line would 
still require us to direct the main thrust in the working class against the social democracy, 
because it represents the main base for the politics of the class enemy in the proletariat, 
whether it is within or outside the government coalition." (ibid ., p. 25) 


c) 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: 


From the resolution of the 3rd party conference: "All these facts confirm the statement of the 
12th Plenum that social democracy fully fulfills its role as the agency of the bourgeoisie in the 
camp of the working class, that it continues to represent the main social support of the 
bourgeoisie." ( loc. cit., p. 44). 


d) XIII. EKKI plenum. December 1933 


“Social democracy continues to play the role of the social mainstay of the bourgeoisie, even in 
the countries of open fascist dictatorship, by fighting against the revolutionary unity of the 
proletariat as well as against the Soviet Union and by allowing the bourgeoisie to prolong the 
existence of capitalism through the division of the working class helps." (Material PHS, p. 268) 


31) Main thrust against the SPD 
a) X. EKKI Plenum, July 1929 


“By weakening the struggle against social democracy, by overestimating its strength and by 
underestimating the role of the communist party, these elements thwart the party's struggle to 
conquer the majority of the working class and hinder those on the path from social democracy 
to the communist movement Workers to take the final step on the side of communism." 
(Material PHS, p. 185) 


b) January Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD, 1931 
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The main enemy is fascism, but the main enemy for the proletarian revolution in the working 
class camp is the SPD. "That's why when it comes to recruiting and recruiting workers from 
the opposing camp, we have to concentrate our main thrust on this main obstacle." (PHS 
material about E. Thalmann, p. 250/51) 


c) XII. EKKI plenum, September 1932: 


“Only when the main blow is directed against the social democracy - this social mainstay of 
the bourgeoisie - can one defeat the main class enemy of the proletariat - 
the bourgeoisie - successfully beat and smash." (Material from the PHS, p. 235) 


32) Sole leadership - "Come to us!" 


a) At the 12th party congress, E. Thalmann compared the united front policy in 1929 with 
that during the princely expropriation campaign and came to the conclusion that the united 
front policy was at a lower level at that time "because this campaign was carried out together 
with the SPD". (E. Thalmann, Vol. 2, p. 101) 


At the 12th party congress, E. Thalmann set the task of setting up a revolutionary system of 
shop stewards in the companies, which should have the tasks of “all layers of the proletariat 
who sympathize with us, the non-party workers and also the class-conscious workers, some 
of whom are in the social democracy are to be included in our revolutionary front." (ibid., p. 
123/124) 


The resolution of the 12th party congress said. that the party must work towards accelerating 
the break between the Social Democratic workers and the SPD and winning them over to the 
KPD. (Ibid. p. 384) 


b) July Plenum 1930: 


From E. Thalmann's presentation: “We must strengthen and broaden the awareness among 
the masses of the role our party plays as the only force that can show a way out of the mass 
misery and slavery of Young Germany, as the only anti-fascist party , as the only anti-capitalist 
party, as the only party that can close the great united front of the working people against the 
capital offensive and its lackeys." (E. Thalmann, vol. 2, p. 475) 


c) 3rd party conference 1932: 


“It is therefore important to prove to the masses that the KPD is the party that alone shows the 
revolutionary way out and for the proletarian dictatorship and the 
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“Fights for the socialist future of the working class, as well as defends the daily interests of 
the proletariat and the working people.” (loc. cit., p. 20) 


33) On the referendum against the Prussian government: 


How the change in the KPD's statement on the referendum came about - 

namely through a scheming maneuver by Heinz Neumann is documented in the Thalmann 
biography "Ernst Thalmann, a biography", which was published by Dietz-Verlag in 1979, on 
p. 528 ff. 


a) January Plenum 1931: 


“Of course we cannot hold a joint referendum with the fascists. We also cannot tolerate that 
the workers have illusions about the Prussian government as a ‘lesser evil’, or that the 
workers lift a single finger to maintain the Braun-Severing government, this repository of 
dark reaction, in Germany. 


We will not allow ourselves to be pressured to help the Braun-Severing government or the 
Hugenberg-Hitler government. And thirdly, we can least pursue a policy of passivity... It is 
therefore necessary that we take a clear offensive stance against fascism and coalition 
politics. A fighting front position against the fascist reaction and its referendum on the one 
hand and against the Prussian government of Braun and Severing on the other. On this line 


we must take the initiative into our own hands and place ourselves at the head of a powerful 
popular movement." (Material: the PHS, p. 274/75) 


b) Article in the “Communist International”, issue 25/26 1931: “The situation in Germany 
and the task of the KPD”: for the participation of the KPD in the referendum with the 
justification: “Whether the referendum meets the requirements necessary for the dissolution 
of the state parliament 13 million votes will result or not is not crucial for the KPD. What is 
crucial is that this makes it possible, on the basis of the experience of a mass campaign, to 
determine more clearly the balance of power between the classes and to show the German 
workers, especially the social democratic workers, the united front of the bourgeois camp 
from the social fascists to the fascists." ( !!!) 


c) Editorial of the “Communist International”, issue 27/1931: “The referendum in Prussia 
and the revolutionary mobilization of the masses.” This article makes a desperate attempt 
to portray the referendum as a success for the KPD, using arguments that are truly 
astonishing. 
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Here are just a few samples: One result of the KPD's participation was supposedly that “the 
fascist tide is falling. Significant sections of the small farmers and the urban petty bourgeoisie, 
who have recognized that the fascists are the agents of big capital, are seeking alliance with 
the revolutionary workers led by the Communist Party." 


The Nazis, it goes on to say, wanted to intercept the masses dissatisfied with the Prussian 
government who were "migrating away from the Social Democrats" and "restore their 
influence." And then: “But the communist party has grown stronger. The hopes that it would 
stand apart from the referendum have not been fulfilled. The communist party intervened to 
direct the working masses that had begun to move against capitalism, especially against the 
mainstay of capitalism in Germany, social democracy. Not a united front with the fascists, but 
a bitter struggle to enlighten the working masses deceived by the fascists and social 
democrats... 


When discussing participation in the referendum, the question had to arise as to how this 
participation would have an impact on the solution to the task of winning over the workers 
organized in the Social Democratic Party to communism. The opportunists of all shades 
declared that they were therefore against this participation. because it would have to repel 
the social democratic workers... 


No one was obliged to assume that the broad social democratic masses would immediately 
understand the correctness of the Communist Party's tactics and follow their call to vote 
against Braun and Severing. But no one can deny that the participation of the communists in 
the vote against the Braun government forced hundreds of thousands of workers, supporters 
of social democracy, to think about what Braun and Severing did against the interests of the 
working class... When the social democrats stop shouting "If the united front of the 
communists and fascists wants to antagonize anyone, it will be a vain labor of love." 


d) Brussels Conference of the KPD 
Presentation: W. Pieck: (see: The New Way, p. 26/27) 


“This advance of the fascists should have shown us seriously enough the fascist danger and 
caused us to make a turn in our strategic orientation in the direction of the main thrust against 
the fascists and to make every effort to form a united front with the social democratic workers 
in the fight against fascism to accomplish. 
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Instead of this, the party took part in the referendum initiated by the fascists against the 
Prussian government in August 1931, a tactical measure that made the implementation of 
this task significantly more difficult. Of course, many circumstances can be cited that lie in 
the Prussian government's anti-worker policy and explain the party's position. Remember 
the ban on the May Day demonstration in Berlin in 1929 by the Social Democratic police 
chief Zörgiebel, the shooting of 33 workers at this demonstration, the ban on the Red Front 
Fighters’ Association by Severing at the same time, the favoring of the fascist murder 
gangs, the protection of their SA barracks by the Prussian government... 


But the strategic error arose precisely because the party underestimated the fascist danger 
as a result of the sectarian politics particularly pursued by von Neumann. Comrade Dimitroff 
has already pointed out these errors in his report to the Vilth World Congress and mentioned 


a statement by Neumann who stated: 


"If Hitler's Third Reich were to come, it would only be one and a half meters underground, 
but above the earth we will have a victorious workers’ power." 


The mistake made by the party in participating in the referendum had an even worse effect 
because we did not understand how to make our position clear to the Social Democratic 
workers, so that they only saw the facts that we, like the fascists, were against the Prussian 
government ." 


34) Position on the united front agreement with the SPD 
a) March Plenum 1930: 


"A workers’ majority with social democracy or representatives of the mass organizations, if 
they are not under revolutionary influence, is not a workers’ majority for us and is out of the 
question.” (E. Thalmann, vol. 2, p. 351) 


b) Article by Ernst Thalmann in the “Internationale”, issue 11/12 from 1931. Ernst 
Thalmann speaks of the fact that the social democracy “threatens” the bourgeoisie to “form 
a united front with the Communist Party”, with regard to a speech by Breitscheid in 
Darmstadt. 


He expresses the fear that the party may prove to be inadequately equipped to deal with 
such maneuvers because "we have not carried out the necessary intensification of the 
fundamental fight against social democracy to the fullest extent." 
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What an opportunity to take the Social Democratic leaders at their word was missed! 
Imagine if Ollenhauer “threatened” Adenauer with a united front with the KPD and SED! 
How we would take action!!! 


The same article continues: “The fact that e.g. For example, in our revolutionary trade 
union work, united front offers could be made from above to district ADGB leadership 
(Ruhr area), also proves that our fundamental fight against social democracy was not 
waged decisively enough to make such mistakes impossible. 


A similar case is the inadmissible formation of an anti-fascist committee through a united 
front from above with "radical democratic" groups (which have little mass support) and 
similar wavering figures, instead of the focus of strengthening the anti-fascist battle front... 
in the workplaces and on the masses downstairs." 


c) February Plenum 1932: 


“The united front cannot come about through parliamentary negotiations. It cannot come 
about through agreements with other parties or groups, but it must arise from the 
movement of the masses and, supported by this movement, represent a truly living battle 
front. 

Joint meetings between the KPD and the SPD... do not exist and must not exist!" 


The tactics of the KPD have nothing to do with “opportunist derailments, such as joint 
rallies without a fight against social fascism or its ‘left’ varieties... nothing to do with the 
formation of joint committees, instead of the creation of united front organs of the masses 
from below, on the Basis of our battle slogans." (op. cit., p. 61) 


d) 3rd party conference 1932: 


This is a step forward in that it expresses its willingness to "advocate for this referendum 
(of the SPD against Papen's September emergency decree, KG) with an increased 
development of our extra-parliamentary fighting actions." (op. cit., p. 36) 


e) "Red Flag” from January 6, 1933: Report on the Leipzig city council meeting, in which 
the KPD finally gave its vote to an SPD candidate so that a Nazi was not elected as the 
first president of the city council. Instead, this fact is considered exemplary To emphasize 
the importance of this, the report was accompanied by a comment stating that this was 
only a tactical exception and that it was due to the attitude of the 
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KPD to SPD nothing changes. And the Saxon and Thuringian district leadership of the KPD 
published a statement saying: “The KPD strongly rejects any bloc politics with the SPD in the 
communities. It will destroy every SPD maneuver aimed at this." The KPD will support the SPD 
"like a rope to a hanged man." 


In the same issue of the RF was the report about the Hitler-Papen meeting in the Schréder Bank! 


"Red Flag" from January 7, 1933: Report on the election of the Chemnitz city council board, 

under the headline: "SPD caught in its own trap, only communists on the Chemnitz city council 
board." The report says that when the first leader was elected, the SPD gave its vote to the KPD 
candidate so that no Nazi could get through. When electing the second leader, the representatives 
of the SPD tried “to persuade our group to horse-trade and to give this post to the party of Wels, 
Hilferding, Leipart and Co. ‘voluntarily’. Of course, our group rejected any horse-trading." 


"Red Flag" from January 26, 1933: In the "Vorwärts" Stampfer of the KPD had one 
"Non-aggression pact" was offered. The "Red Flag" rejected this offer on the grounds that the 
KPD did not want a non-aggression pact, but rather a fighting united front. 


“We should help to bind the workers' fists, we should grant you amnesty for your policies that 
paved the way for the fascists. We would cease to be the leader of the proletariat... Non- 
aggression pact with Severing, Zérgiebel, Noske and Scheidemann? Never!" 


35) On the Revolutionary Trade Union Opposition (RGO) 


a) Membership numbers 1930-1932 
1930 136,000 
1931 145,380 
1932 256,170 


In comparison: Number of members of the free trade unions: 
1932 4,134,902 


(Source: Siegfried Vietzke/Heinz Wohlgemuth, Germany and the German workers' movement 
during the Weimar Republic period 1919-1933, Dietz-Verlag Berlin 1966, p. 325) 
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b) Wilhelm Pieck at the VII World Congress of Al 


“The revolutionary trade union opposition (RGO) was increasingly transformed by our comrades 
into a trade union, which made our work in the free trade unions even more cramped. As right as it 
was that we brought together our fellow union members who had been excluded by the union 
bureaucracy in order to fight for readmission together with tA SAssesANs workers in the unions, it 
was just as wrong to turn these organizations of those excluded into red associations. In doing so, 
we have made it very difficult for ourselves to create a united front with the free union workers." (W. 
Pieck, The New Way, p. 59) 


36) Works council elections, January 1933: 


The "Vorwarts" from January 18, 1933 (evening edition): "The General German Federation of Trade 
Unions is not aware of any intention (postponing the works council elections). The unions not only 
absolutely want to hold the works council elections, but they are already in the process of carrying 
them out... 


According to a query in the Reich Ministry of Labor, there is no knowledge of such intentions. The 
works council elections take place. All employees have the obligation to elect only non-union works 
councils, so that there can continue to be a guarantee that the works representatives will work 
objectively." 


37) The effects of left errors 


The study of the reports and analyzes of the situation at the various congresses and meetings of 
the Party and the Communist International provides a very clear picture of how the sectarian course 
taken led to the gap between the objective possibilities and necessities on the one hand and the 
actual ability to fight the party on the other side is becoming more and more divided. However, this 
process was not continuous - and not completely clear either. Its main feature was that the 
revolutionary forces were increasingly lagging behind the growth of the forces of fascism. But from 
time to time it seemed. as if the revolutionary forces were now beginning to catch up, as in 1930 
through the strikes in Mansfeld, the Berlin metal workers’ strike and the Ruhr struggle at the 
beginning of 1931 and in the fall of 1932 through the wave of strikes against Papen's September 
emergency decree with the climax of the BVG strike. These phases of revolutionary upswing 
regularly led to the party, which was already on the way to a realistic assessment of the situation 
due to previous failures, being led to assess the situation and the revolutionary perspective too 
optimistically again. 
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On the other hand, the development was ambiguous in that the party's constantly 
dwindling influence in the companies was countered by a growth in party ranks and 
the number of votes cast for the party, which came at the expense of the SPD. This 
has also encouraged self-deception about the party's actual fighting strength. In fact, 
the party fell victim to a certain extent to the deception on which bourgeois 
parliamentarism is built, namely the deception that the number of votes was an 
expression of real power. Sic did not take sufficient account of the important advice of 
the Second World Congress of the Communist International: "The best measure of the 
strength of any communist party is the real influence which it exercises on the masses 
of workers in the trade unions." (Guidelines on the trade union movement) 


The following is an overview of the effects of the party's policies, as can be seen from 
the speeches at the conferences, etc.: 


a) 12th party conference: 


The 12th Party Congress gave a very optimistic assessment of the KPD's prospects. 
In his resolution he speaks of a triumph of communism in the works council elections 
in 1929. (On the history of the KPD, p. 259) But he already has to admit failure in the 
elections of May 12, 1929 in Saxony. (E. 

Thalmann, Vol. 2, p. 110) 


b) X. EKKI Plenum, July 1929: 


E. Thalmann estimates the number of people excluded from the unions at 1,700 
comrades and sympathetic workers. (Ibid. p. 202) 


c) October Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD 1929: 
Finding: Loss of pace in the fight against the Nazis. (E. Thalmann, Vol. 2, p. 261) 
d) Extended EKKI Presidium: February 1930: 


Characterized by an overly optimistic assessment: overestimation of the significance 
of the conversion of two Social Democrats to the KPD (Schwalbe and Reese). 
(Ibid., p. 317) 


Statement that the Nazis' lead had been caught up again. (Ibid., p. 319) 


But also the statement that there was no strike movement in 1929 (ibid. p. 319), but 
expectations of greater success for 1930. (ibid. p. 323) 


Another failure in local elections in Saxony. (Elections on November 17, 1929) (ibid., 
p. 326) 
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But the assessment is that among the Social Democrats the distrust of their leadership is 
already greater than the trust. (Ibid., p. 330f.) 


e) March Plenum of the Central Committee of the KPD, 1930: 


Just a month later, a completely different, much more sober and critical assessment: Contrary 
to the view that the SPD must expose itself, E. 

Thalmann now realize that Severing's actions against Frick have confused many workers and 
that the SPD still has the means to maneuver. (op. cit., p. 364) 


Thalmann also has to say that the reformist union leaders succeeded in preventing hundreds 
of thousands from joining the KPD through their maneuvers. (p. 370) 


It must also signal increased anti-union sentiment in the party. (p. 368) 


He has to talk about defeats in the works council elections. (p. 378) 


Finding: increased opportunistic resistance within the party to the party's policies (p. 274), but 
also warning against "left" mistakes (pp. 379-91). 

Proclamation of the two-front fight against right-wing deviations (main danger) and left-wing 
deviations (p. 394). 


Ernst Thalmann warns of the danger that if the crisis worsens, the companies will be purged 
of “communists” and the party could become a party of the unemployed. (p. 387) 


Conclusion: despite the betrayals of the social democrats, there were hardly any significant 
conversions to the KPD (p. 388) 


And the most important statement: between revolutionary and reformist parts of the working 
class - wall erected! (p. 397) 


f) Berlin district party conference, May 26, 1930: 


Of 5,500 red works councils - 4,000 excluded from the unions! (aa 
O., p. 432) 


g) Increased fascist danger. (On the history of the KPD, p. 264) 
h) July Plenum, 1930: 


Development of the workers’ offensive is going too slowly. (E. Thalmann, Vol. 2, p. 467) 
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Lessons from the Saxony election: the SPD declined sharply, but the KPD only increased much less. 
On the other hand, there was a huge upsurge of the Nazis, who were also joined by some of 
the former SPD voters. (p. 467 ff) (But conclusion: strengthening of the sectarian course) 


In addition to successes in the works council elections - major failures. (p. 470) 
Positions in the most important companies are far too weak. (p. 472) 
i) Fifth RGI Congress, September 1930: 


Noting that the RGO had lost many positions in the reformist unions. (Report Losowski: “World 
crisis, economic struggle, tasks of the revolutionary trade union movement’ - brochure, p. 57) 


j) January Plenum 1931: 


In connection with the strikes, an overly optimistic assessment: the mass influence of 
reformism is waning. (E. Thalmann, PHS material, p. 238) 


But: there is not yet a body of trusted men in the companies (ibid., pp. 249, 277), the red 
associations are not yet strong enough (pp. 249, 265) 


The unemployed - a crucial storm troop for the proletarian revolution. (p. 261) 


k) XI. EKKI plenum: 


Manuilski describes the decision of the Fifth RGI Congress to create an independent 
revolutionary trade union movement as truly historic. (Manuilski, op. cit., p. 54) 


He says of the KPD that it has taken a serious step in conquering the majority of the working 
class (ibid., p. 55) and that it is currently the only party that has understood how to take 
independent leadership in class struggles in a country with a strong social democracy to take 
over and thoroughly shake the position of social democracy. (Ibid., p. 87) Their general line 
should be approved in full. (p. 61) 


I) Issue 21/22 of the “Communist International” 
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Article “About the situation in Germany” (June 7, 1931): 


"In contrast to Poland, nowhere in Germany has it been possible to stop the attack of the 
entrepreneurs, ... it has not been possible on any front to spark major and decisive 
economic struggles." 


y+ The SPD's organizational structure is not yet in its foundations 
shocked." 


RGI had to send an open letter to RGO against neglect of work in the reformist unions. 


m) Editorial in issue 25/26 of July 7, 1931 of the “Communist International” 
KPD is starting to get the upper hand over the Nazis. 
Strong lagging behind in the strike battles. 


“The unemployed cannot make a revolution on their own. Without the movement of the 
proletarians in the factories there will be no proletarian revolution." 


Weakness of the KPD and strength of the SPD in the workplaces are the main danger to 
the revolution. 


Strikes do not take place because the Social Democrats' base among the masses has not 
yet been destroyed and the position of the communists in the reformist unions has become 
weaker. 


Conclusion: All forces in the fight against the SPD! 


n) Article by E. Thalmann in the “Internationale”, issue 11/12 November/December 1931 


Due to the fact that conquering the majority of the working class is proving to be more 
difficult and time-consuming, E. Thalmann now comes to the theory: first conquer the 
majority of the working class, then win allies. The conclusion is then drawn from this: main 
thrust against the SPD! 


“For every Marxist-Leninist it must be self-evident that the first requirement of communist 
politics must be the struggle to win over one's own class, the proletariat. Only if we win the 
proletarian majority for communism can we carry out the further task of drawing the 
proletariat's allies from the middle classes to the anti-capitalist battle front and thereby 
create the conditions for the people's revolution in the sense of Marx and Lenin... But what 
conclusion follows from it? 


The unconditional consequence is that we ... direct the main blow against the party 
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which today still has the decisive mass base in the proletariat for the dictatorship of the 
bourgeoisie. This is not the Hitler Party, but the Social Democrats." 
(p. 491) 


o) February Plenum 1932: 


Statement: Successes of the party's mass work are disproportionate to the favorable 
objective conditions: the subjective factor is left behind. (op. cit., p. 27) 


Not enough strike action, hampered by mass unemployment, intensified business offensive 
and the still strong mass influence of reformism. (p. 51) Completely insufficiently anchored, 


especially in large companies. (p. 55) 


Against the neglect of the work in the reformist and Christian associations, against slogans: 
destroying the ADGB, against schematic slogans of blocking contributions, against the 
false establishment of artificially created small associations that are incapable of surviving. 
( P.56) 


No revolutionary body of trustees has yet been created in the companies. (P.56) 
RGO is not yet a sufficient mass factor. (P.56) 

Development of the RGO and the red associations unsatisfactory. (P.56) 

Work among the unemployed - greatest weakness. (p. 57) 


The Comintern also sometimes asks itself why, despite a correct general line, correct 
decisions and the great authority of the party, implementation is still lacking and flawed. 
(p. 85) 


Comrades abroad are faced with the question of why the German party triggers and leads 
so few strikes. (p. 86) 


p) XII. EKKI plenum, September 1932: 


Failed to mobilize the majority of the working class to fight against the incessant attacks of 
capital. (Material: PHS. p. 245) 


In Germany, the red unions (metal workers, miners) did not understand how to organize 
the fight against the capital offensive and froze in their further development. (p. 251) 


Communists were often separated from the social democratic workers by a wall. 
(p. 235) 
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q) 3rd party conference of the KPD, October 1932: 


The party failed to organize truly united mass resistance to the emergency decree. (loc. cit., p. 
20) Particular failure on July 20, 1932. 


Recently there has been a major breakthrough and decisive progress on two issues: anti- 
fascist action and the strike wave that has begun. (p. 21) 


For the first time in a long time, the working class has become conscious of its strength again. 
(p. 24) RGO and red associations must become real mass organizations. (p. 24) 


The proportion of factory workers in the party is declining seriously. (p. 25) 
Billing with the Neumann Group. (p. 25 ff) 


Strong lagging behind the objective possibilities, but beginning of a serious change. (p. 34) 


Expectation that "with the right policies ... millions of workers who were previously influenced 
by social democracy will be brought to the periphery of our movement or to our front." (p. 38) 


r) Brussels Conference (W. Pieck, The New Way ... p. 14) 


"The RGO with its 160,000 members and the red associations with their 95,000 members have 
never exceeded the number of party members.” 


38) Politics of the KPD - model for the other communist parties. 


Manuilski at the expanded EKKI presidium in 1930: “The role of the revolutionary trade union 
movement is now growing more than ever before. Hence the importance of the experience that 
the KPD is currently giving us in relation to the organizational formation of the revolutionary 
trade union opposition. All sections of the Comintern in countries with an undivided trade union 
movement must follow this experience with the greatest attention, study it and apply it to their 
concrete circumstances" (op. cit., p. 48) 


XI. EKKI Plenum (from the resolution, material: PHS. p. 224): "The Communist Party of 
Germany has taken a significant step towards conquering the majority of the working class and 
its experience is gaining great international importance." 


39) The international significance of the victory of the revolution in Germany 
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Editorial of the “Communist International”, issue 25/26 of July 7, 1931: “Germany is the main street of the proletarian revolution 


in Europe.” 


Ernst Thalmann at the 3rd party conference of the KPD: “Our entire party must always be aware: Germany's transition to 
revolution, the victory of the proletariat over bloody fascism in Germany can be decisive for the predominance of the revolution 
over the counter-revolution and fascism all over the globe. The decision in Germany inevitably also means the decision for 


other European countries." (op. cit., p. 32) 


Attachment 


|. Party congresses, central committee plenums and party conferences of the KPD from 
1918/19 - 1939 


Party conferences: 


Founding party conference: December 30, 1918 - January 1, 1919, Berlin 

2nd (illegal) party conference: 20-23 October 1919, Heidelberg and Mannheim 

3rd (illegal) party conference: 25-26 February 1920, Karlsruhe and Durlach 

Ath (illegal) party conference: 14th-15th April 1920 Berlin 

5th party conference: 1st-3rd November 1920, Berlin 

6th party conference: December 4th - 7th, 1920, Berlin, unification with the left-wing USPD, renamed to: 


“United Communist Party” (VKPD) 


7th party conference: August 22 - 26, 1921, Jena 
8th party conference: January 28 - February 1, 1923, Leipzig 
9th (illegal) party conference: April 7th - 10th, 1924, Offenbach and Frankfurt/M. 
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10th party conference: 12th-17th July 1925, Berlin 
11th party conference: 2nd-7th March 1927, Essen 
12th party conference: June 8th - 15th, 1929, Berlin Wedding 


ZK plenary session: 


October 1929: 24th-25th October 1929 
March 1930: March 20, 1930 

July 1930: 16-17 July 1930 

May 1931: 14th-15th May 1931 
February 1932: 20th -23rd February 1932 


Illegal meeting of the Central Committee of the KPD in Ziegenhals near Berlin, February 7, 1933 
Arrest of Ernst Thalmann on March 3, 1933 
Brussels conference: October 3 - 15, 1935, near Moscow (13th Party Congress) 


Bern conference: January 30 - February 1, 1939, Draveil near Paris (14. 


party conference) 


Party conferences: 
1st party conference: October 31 - November 1, 1925, Berlin 
2nd party conference: 3rd-4th November 1928, Berlin 


3rd Reich Party Conference of the KPD in Berlin: October 15th - 18th, 1932 


ll World Congress of the Communist International 


Founding Congress: March 1919 
Il World Congress: July - August 1920 
Ill. World Congress: June - July 1921 
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IV World Congress: November - December 1922 
5th World Congress: June - July 1924 

VI. World Congress: July - September 1928 

VII World Congress: July - August 1935 


Extended plenum of the EKKI Presidium: February 1930 


XI. Plenum of the EKKI: March - April 1931 


XIIth Plenum of the EKKI: August - September 1932 
XIII Plenum of the EKKI: November - December 1933 
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Wilhelm Pieck, On the history of the Communist Party of Germany, 30 years 
Combat, lecture from 1939, Berlin 1949 


Wilhelm Pieck, The new path to the common struggle for the overthrow of the Hitler dictatorship, 
Berlin 1947. (Representation and closing statement at the Brussels Conference, October 1935) 


Wilhelm Pieck/Georgi Dimitroff/Palmiro Togliatti, The offensive of fascism and the tasks of the 
communists in the fight for the popular front against war and fascism, presentations at the VIIth World 
Congress of the Communist International (1935), Berlin 1957 


Proceedings of the Fifth World Congress of the Communist International 
Protocol of VI. World Congress of the Communist International 
The RGI under attack, brochure for the Fifth RGI Congress in September 1930 


Ernst Thalmann, speeches and essays on the history of the German workers' movement, vols. | and 
ll. Berlin 1955 and 1956 


Ernst Thalmann, excerpts from speeches (1925-1931), printed as a manuscript, published by the 
“Karl Marx” party college at the SED Central Committee, undated. 


Ernst Thalmann - A biography, by a collective of authors led by 
Ginter Hortzsdhansky, Berlin 1979 


Ernst Thalmann, The revolutionary way out and the KPD, February plenum of the Central Committee 
of the KPD 1932 


Ernst Thalmann, In the fight against the fascist dictatorship, speech and closing words at the 3rd 
Reich Party Conference of the KPD (brochure) 


Siegfried Vietzke, Heinz Wohlgemuth, Germany and the German 
Workers' movement during the Weimar Republic 1919-1933, Berlin 1966 


The incompleteness of some of the information results from the fact that | worked through a large 
part of the literature specified almost 50 years ago in what was then the Institute for Marxism- 
Leninism and did not write down all the information from every book or brochure and now, at the time 
of printing, only what | own is tangible. 


Source: KPD series of publications, issues 78.1 and 78.2 
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Background of June 17, 1953 


June 17, 1953 has already inspired generations of historians and journalists to 
investigate (and some even to write a novel) and will do so in 1993 - 

for the 40th anniversary - do it in particular. In the context of this essay, | will limit 
myself to some aspects of the background to this decisive event, especially the 
consequences of Soviet influences on economic and political development in the GDR. 


What concerns me is the question of what place June 17, 1953 plays not only in the 
history of the GDR, but in the history of socialism in Europe that has become a state. 
For a long time we were able to view June 17th as an industrial accident that was 
painful, but not to be overestimated, on a path to success that, despite occasional 
setbacks, still led to the goal. Now that we know not only the beginning but also the 
falling end of this trajectory of the first wave of socialist revolution in Europe, the 
question arises as to whether elements and factors were not already at play in this 
"industrial accident" which, if... they remained in the game, and further and more 
threatening "industrial accidents" ultimately led to the total "end". 


There is fairly unanimous agreement that this was indeed the case. However, the 
answers to the question of what elements and factors these were are completely 
controversial (which will certainly be confirmed by the response to this article). 


After the so-called “turnaround” - which may not have been a counter-revolution 
according to the will of the main actors in the citizens' movement, but was a counter- 
revolution in terms of its socio-economic content - one could read in articles by ex-GDR 
historians that June 17, 1953 was marked by the Second party conference of the SED 


in July 1952 was “pre-programmed”. 


Therefore, it seems to me necessary to first examine the significance of the decision 
of the Second Party Conference to move on to building socialism for the development 
towards June 17th. 


I. The Second Party Conference of the SED in July 1952 and June 17, 1953 
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In the post-reunification discussion about June 17, the thesis was not only put 
forward that it had been pre-programmed by the decision to move on to building 
the foundations of socialism; Rather, a second thesis was stubbornly advocated, 
according to which this decision had been taken by the GDR and SED leadership 
alone, on their own initiative and in disregard of an "order from Moscow". 


Taken together, both theses lead to the conclusion that the sole authorship and 
responsibility for June 17th lies with the GDR/SED leadership. 


However, such a “picture of history” would be a grotesque distortion of reality. 
Both theses do not stand up to scrutiny based on historical facts. 


Wilfriede Otto's thesis about the alleged "lonely decision" of the SED leadership 
has already been thoroughly refuted elsewhere. At least since the great discussion 
about Eugen Vargas's book "Changes in the capitalist economy in the wake of the 
Second World War" (1948), there has been prevailing There is unanimity in the 
leadership of the communist parties in Eastern Europe that people's democracy is 
a new path of transition from capitalism to socialism. There was also complete 
unanimity between the leadership of the CPSU and the SED that the GDR would 
not make the transition to socialism 

could take step in step with the people's democratic countries - where it was 
carried out in 1947/48 - in order not to place any obstacles in the way of solving 
the urgent task of establishing German unity. 


At the same time, however, there was also unanimity that if the division were 
carried out and deepened by the Western powers and their West German 
protégés, the anti-fascist-democratic order in the GDR could not be artificially 
preserved indefinitely, since from there there was only one way back to capitalism 
or a forward to socialism. The representative of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, 
Edward Kardelj, described the internal law that prevailed here at the founding 
conference of the Information Office of the Communist and Workers’ Parties in 
September 1947 with the following words: “A situation cannot be maintained for 
long in which the working class in league with the rest of the working masses, has 
power in its hands, while the decisive economic sources are in the hands of the 
bourgeoisie. It is therefore clear that a government representing the union of the 
toiling people under the leadership of the working class could not limit itself to the 
elimination of the various remnants... of capitalist monopolies and set a decisive 
course for the liquidation of capitalism in Yugoslavia in general, i.e , had to set 
course for the construction of socialism.” 
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There was therefore complete agreement between Moscow and the SED leadership 
that the alternative was: either the establishment of a unified, democratic, neutral 
Germany in the foreseeable future - or at some point in the Soviet Zone/GDR the 
necessity of moving on to the construction of socialism. And for this second case, 
the most favorable conditions had to be created with foresight. This was also 
served, among other things, by the Soviet Union's attempt to force the Western 
powers out of West Berlin after the legal basis for their presence in Berlin was no 
longer available due to the blowing up of the Allied Control Council in March 1948. 
The so-called "blockade" of West Berlin should by no means only be viewed as a 
power struggle between the Soviet Union and the Western powers: the elimination 
of the dangerous center of disruption in the heart of the GDR was primarily in the 
GDR's interest, as further developments clearly demonstrated. 


Circumstances forced the Soviet Union to pursue a policy towards Germany that 
offered space to both options and placed insurmountable obstacles in the way of 
neither. (To describe this as a “two-track policy” and “Stalin’s poker game with the 
GDR’ in the moral twilight does not, in my opinion, demonstrate a deep 
understanding of the situation at the time.) 


The well-known and much-controversial Stalin note of March 10, 1952 to the three 


Western powers, with its offer to create a unified, democratic and neutral Germany 
free of occupying troops, corresponded precisely to this need. On the one hand, it 
represented the strongest possible assistance from outside for all political forces in 
Germany whose goal was to overcome the division in the country. On the other 
hand, it forced all internal and external opponents of German unity to show their 
colors and to take responsibility before the German people and history for 
maintaining and deepening the division of Germany. 


With their rejection of the Soviet proposal and with the conclusion of the Germany 
Treaty (May 26, 1952) and the treaty to form the "European Defense Community" 
(EVG) with the inclusion of the Federal Republic in its Western military alliance 
(May 27, 1952), the Western powers left no doubt as to who rejected the opportunity 
to overcome the division and instead deepened it almost to the point of incurability. 
But they also made it clear to history - forced by the Soviet note - that the decision 
made two months later by the The GDR leadership's decision to build socialism 

was not the cause but the inevitable consequence of the deepening of the division 

in Germany, which was deliberately brought about by the Western powers and 

their West German partners. 
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Inevitable because the political, but above all the economic, conditions in the GDR 
now demanded more space for the development of the productive forces in 
industry, but especially in agriculture 

admit. This could only happen in agriculture by either giving middle farmers the 


opportunity to become large farmers or by joining together in cooperatives and in 
this way creating modern, large-scale agricultural enterprises. In other words: in 


the development of the anti-fascist-democratic order of the GDR, the point had 
been reached where the decision had to be made as to whether one wanted to 
allow in 

to fall back on the capitalist order or whether one wanted to move forward towards 
shaping socialist production relations. A longer delay in this decision inevitably led 
to stagnation and crisis-like shocks. 


Of course, the objection can and will be raised here: But the decision to build 
socialism did not prevent this crisis-like upheaval, and perhaps even brought it 
about. 


As much as such an interpretation corresponds to the “trend of the times,” it does not 
correspond to historical truth. 


The explosive material that accumulated in the GDR in the second half of 1952 
and was detonated on June 17, 1953 had very different origins. A part - but by no 
means the decisive part - 

was the product of the intensified resistance of the anti-socialist forces, which at 
that time - only seven years after the end of fascist rule - in the GDR were of 
course still relatively strong in numbers and in some cases also organized, against 
the course towards socialism. The greatest difficulties, however, arose from the 
intensification of the Cold War by the Western powers, which openly proclaimed 
the transition to a policy of overthrowing the socialist regimes and had already 
moved on to a hot war in Korea. 


On August 27, 1952, John Foster Dulles, then foreign policy advisor to presidential 
candidate Eisenhower, openly stated in a speech in Buffalo that the Voice of 
America stations would begin calling on the population "behind the Iron Curtain" 
to resist; a few days later, on the 3rd. 

In September 1952, US President Truman announced in a speech that the 
previous policy of "containment", the prevention of the further spread of socialism, 
would be replaced by the policy of "liberation" of the socialist countries. It wasn't 
just words. The representatives of German big business parties who still hold 
various positions, even in the GDR government, such as the LDPD Minister for 
Trade and Supply, Dr. Hamann, 
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or the Foreign Minister of the GDR, Georg Dertinger (CDU), - each in his own area 
- did as much as possible to throw sand in the gears of the GDR economy and 
politics. 


The SPD's notorious eastern office also carried out active hostile activities. The 
SPD newspaper “Neue Vorwärts” reported tellingly about his role on September 
23, 1952: 


“A special role in the resistance struggle against the communist regime has been 
assigned to the Eastern Office... Only when the communist regime in the Soviet 
zone... can be overthrown through other politically effective factors, only then will 
the extent and meaning of the illegal resistance work of the Prove and confirm the 
Social Democratic Party in the Soviet zone. We are systematically working towards 
this day." 


Since at that time in the communist parties illusions about a "peaceful" imperialism 
that would engage in peaceful coexistence with socialism were still the rare 
exception, the rule was, however, a Marxist understanding of the inevitability of 
the sharp class struggle between the two antagonistic systems , it was already 
stipulated in the first five-year plan (1951-1955) that the disproportions in the 
economic structure caused by the division of Germany should be balanced out as 
quickly as possible by giving priority to the development of those branches of 
industry that are mainly at home in West Germany but are underdeveloped or 
even undeveloped in the GDR did not exist, but were indispensable for securing 
economic independence. 


The beginning of the rearmament of the Federal Republic, its integration into the 
Western alliance system, the announcements that it would now move from 
containment to "liberation" policy required appropriate countermeasures in the 
socialist countries and in the GDR. For the GDR this meant the need for one 
Change in plan due to the additional task of building up our own defense forces to 
a much greater extent than planned. Since no additional material nor additional 
manpower and financial resources were available for this task, this meant having 
to make cuts to all other items in the economic plan. What difficulties the The GDR 
economy suffered as a result can be seen very clearly in the draft letter from the 
SED Central Committee to the government of the USSR from January 1953. 


In Section III of this letter, “The results and experiences of the first two years of 
the five-year plan and the 1953 plan,” the difficulties and problems of fulfilling the 
plan are summarized in five points. Point 1 deals with the 
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disproportions resulting from the split, point 2 the urgent reconstruction and 
modernization of mining and other industries; Point 3 states: “This concerns the 
development of the national armed forces and their supply of material and 
equipment, for which we are not prepared. The plan for 1953 does not contain the 
conditions necessary to carry out defense production in 1954." 


It is stated elsewhere: “The fulfillment of the plan was made particularly difficult in 
1952 by the start of the build-up of the national armed forces, which meant that 
products worth 500 million DM-GDR (excluding food) had to be taken away from 
other consumers. This mainly concerns building materials, structural steel, cables, 
pipes, fabrics, leather shoes, etc." Point 4 states that "the security of supplies for 
the population is not fully guaranteed due to the rapidly increasing purchasing 
power and the resulting rapidly increasing demands " be. In point 5, new, additional 
tasks that were not included in the plan for 1953 are mentioned, among others: 
development of the aviation industry and strategic measures in the field of transport. 


In Section VIII on foreign trade it is pointed out that “important imports” (from the 
Soviet Union) “are not coming, which poses a threat to the fulfillment of the national 
economy plan”. On the other hand, the requirements for deliveries to the Soviet 
Union were significantly increased compared to the figures specified in the plan. 
The conclusions then state: "From the foregoing it is clear that the economic 
situation in key nodes is extremely serious and tense." 


Finally, the leadership of the USSR is asked to check whether help in solving the 
difficult problems is possible, on the one hand by increasing imports of urgently 
needed shortage materials, and on the other hand by reducing the GDR's 
reparation and export obligations. 


On January 20, 1953, the Politburo of the SED Central Committee confirmed the 
draft state budget for 1953 and the austerity program. Through savings in 
expenses for administration, culture, medicine, through price increases of various 
kinds, elimination of fare reductions and a total of 33 other savings measures 
Around one and a half billion marks should be saved. 


These tasks were not causally related to the decision of the 2nd party conference, 
but rather to the intensification of the Cold War by the Western powers and their 
open threats of liquidation against the socialist countries. 
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Finally, another supplier of explosives that must be mentioned is the Soviet Control 
Commission (SKK), which still functioned as a kind of higher government by handing 
over memoranda to the GDR government on issues that it considered important, in which 
- mostly on the basis of very thorough Situation investigations - often very detailed 
measures were recommended for implementation. 


Il. The SKK and the implementation of its recommendations 


During its time as an occupying power and the highest government authority, the SMAD 
worked with orders, which, however, usually represented authorizations of the German 
authorities in the form of orders in their efforts to overcome the fascist legacy, to rebuild 
the economy and to establish the anti-fascist democratic order , the SKK worked with 
recommendations, the observance and implementation of which was also emphatically 
demanded in the relevant laws and regulations. 


The memoranda from the second half of 1952 and the first quarter of 1953 were mostly 
devoted to the question of where and how the means to overcome the bottlenecks in 
financing additional expenditure and in food supplies could be obtained. No matter how 
hard the SKK employees tried to gain an accurate picture of the situation in the GDR and 
to propose appropriate measures, it is clear from the memoranda that their own 
experiences from the period of industrialization and the offensive against the kulaks in 
the The Soviet Union had been the inspiration for the proposed measures. A strict 
austerity regime was proposed in all areas, but also the rigorous collection of arrears on 
food deliveries and taxes from sabotaging large farmers. 


In order to obtain the financial resources for the additional expenses, among other things: 
Recommendations for radical savings in the social area were made: counting treatment 
treatments towards working vacation, restricting the circle of those entitled to treatment, 
deductibles in the costs of treatment, withdrawal of the right for privately practicing 
doctors to prescribe treatment, etc 


Some of these recommendations did not take or insufficiently into account the special 
circumstances in Germany. Its implementation had to further intensify the inevitable 
hardships of the austerity course, and this in a divided Germany with an open border. 
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The leadership of the SED and the government only hesitantly and in a toned 

down manner complied with such recommendations from the SKK. The most 
drastic measures only began towards the end of 1952, the most provocative 
deteriorations even later, in March and April 1953. Just a few examples: In the 
search for additional financial income, it was decided that the Reichsbahn would 
generate an additional income of 50 million marks in 1953 have. Therefore, in 
December 1952, fare reductions were abolished for eight categories, and in April 
1953 again for a few other categories, including the disabled, the severely 

disabled, and workers' return tickets. All that remained were workers' monthly and 
weekly tickets and student monthly and weekly tickets with a discount of 80 percent. 


On April 9, 1953, a large group of the population was excluded from the card 
supply by a regulation, meaning that those affected had to buy all goods, including 
those that were still being sold (food, textiles, shoes), at significantly higher prices. 
Not only capitalist entrepreneurs were affected, but also retailers and other 
independent traders. 


A price regulation followed on April 20th, which resulted in a price increase for 


meat and “sugary goods”, including jam, artificial honey and baked goods 
and which particularly affected pensioners. 


Finally, the month-long campaign to establish technically based work standards in 
state-owned companies was concluded at the meeting of the SED Central 
Committee on 13/14. May 1953 was completed with the decision to increase all 
labor standards by at least 10 percent from June 1, 1953. 


While these measures were already capable of putting almost the entire population 
into a mood of protest, this mood was increased even further by the 
incomprehensibly stupid line of argument that passed off any actual deterioration 
as a step towards improving the standard of living. For example, in the editorial of 
the “Neues Deutschland” of 11. 

In April 1953, the withdrawal of ration cards for the self-employed was presented 
as "a further step on the way to the gradual abolition of the card system", so to 
speak as a positive achievement; in the same way, pensioners had to feel mocked 
when they read (ND of April 19. 1953), the increase in the price of meat and jam 

is a "measure to gradually relax compulsory farming and bring about a uniform 
price level". The draft argument for the abolition of the fare reductions stated, 
among other things, that given the current wage conditions, a number of the 
previous fare reductions no longer have any justification. With the exception of the 
discounts for commuter traffic, all other discounts would be eliminated, which 
would mean “above all the racketeers and speculators and other enemies 
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"Our peaceful construction will make it impossible for the illegal use of the reduction 
at the expense of the working people." 


In terms of atmosphere, the situation was very favorable for all anti-socialist forces 
inside and outside the GDR. They also took full advantage of this to intensify anti- 
communist, anti-government agitation and rooting work. In the country itself, the 
leadership of the Evangelical Church with its council chairman Bishop Dibelius 
stood out by taking advantage of the churches' privileged position. The clergy who 
stood on Dibelius' line of sharp anti-communism and the "Young Community” 
groups under their influence embarked on a harsh course of confrontation with the 
state and the Free German Youth (FDJ) and in this way demanded a no less harsh 
response The “church fight” provoked by the Dibelius church leadership placed 
additional strain on the already tense atmosphere. 


Ill. The communique of June 9th and its background: 
The Moscow meeting at the beginning of June 1953 


The situation described represented an extraordinary test for the SED. Its active 
members were - even if they did not agree with certain measures and exaggerations, 
especially the price increases - 

nevertheless convinced of the correctness of the party's basic orientation towards 
building socialism and defended the government's measures in thousands of daily 
discussions. 


They - and also the active young people in the FDJ - certainly sensed that the 
enemies of socialism were intent on exploiting existing difficulties for a general 
offensive, and therefore welcomed the rejection of the enemy's attacks, including 
those of various clergy and some members of the “Young Community”. ", as 
justified and necessary. 


So they went into tough battles every day for months to defend the party line and 
government measures until June 11, 1953, when the "Communiqué of the Politburo 
of the Central Committee of the SED of June 9, 1953" was printed in the "Neues 
Deutschland". 


When they read this communiqué, they thought they couldn't believe their eyes: 
everything that they had so stubbornly and bitterly defended as right and necessary 
to their colleagues, acquaintances and strangers, was quickly marked as a series 
of errors, which would be corrected by withdrawing all relevant measures. 
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Bewilderment, incredulous shaking of the head, bitterness and the feeling of having 
been shamefully embarrassed, if not betrayed, by the leadership, a great sense of 
insecurity and paralysis, especially among the most active and loyal comrades, were 
the reaction and consequence of this communiqué. 


These feelings were all too understandable. There is probably no example in the history 
of other parties where a leadership leads its followers into a hot battle and then, in the 
heat of the battle, suddenly declares that the whole thing is a mistake and that all 
positions that have been achieved must therefore be vacated. 

At that time, the belief that the party was the highest thing for a communist, to which 
everything personal was subordinate, probably received a serious crack among many 
comrades. 


What the ordinary party members did not know and, with a few exceptions, do not 
know to this day, is that the leadership back then with the communiqué 

what had been inflicted on her in a much more brutal way and what was expected of 
her was repeated as weakly as possible and only under external pressure to the 
members. 


At the beginning of June 1953, Otto Grotewohl, Walter Ulbricht and Fred Oelssner (as 
translators) were summoned to Moscow, not to discuss with the Soviet comrades how 
the difficult situation in the GDR could be mastered, but rather to hear from them to be 
told in writing that they had to carry out a drastic change of course and what this should 
look like - a procedure that no leadership of a country allied with the Soviet Union had 
previously had to endure. 


The GDR delegation was given a document that Oelssner read out as a translator, 
titled: “Measures to improve the political situation in the German Democratic Republic,” 
with an invitation to comment on it. 


The document begins with the self-righteous statement: "As a result of the 
implementation of an erroneous political line, an extremely unsatisfactory political and 
economic situation has arisen in the German Democratic Republic." 


This statement was self-righteous because neither here nor elsewhere - with a single 
exception - was it said that this political line was the common line of both parties and 
governments. It was only after appropriate information from the GDR side that it was 
admitted that the question of guilt should not be raised; both sides were to blame. But 
the German side's substantive objections were not accepted, and its first written 


statement was deemed inadequate 
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rejected; What was apparently required was unambiguous approval of this 
document, which amounted to self-condemnation. The required consent was finally 
given, no matter how difficult it must have been for the German comrades. The 
Soviet paper stated that the decision of the Second 

Party conference on "accelerated construction of socialism" was wrong because 
the domestic and foreign policy prerequisites for this were missing. In order to 
improve the situation, it is necessary to recognize that this decision and its approval 
by the Politburo of the CPSU (B) of July 8, 1952 - this is the exception mentioned - 
were not correct. The propaganda carried out up to this time about the necessity of 


the transition should also be viewed as incorrect 
GDR to socialism. 


The wording of the Soviet document on this question was so imprecise that different 
conclusions were drawn within the SED leadership as to whether the construction 
of socialism should be continued or not. 


The Soviet document then indiscriminately declared all the measures taken by the 
GDR government as part of the austerity course recommended by the SKK and in 
compliance with the SKK's recommendations for stricter collection of arrears of 
taxes and agricultural products to be wrong and demanded that they be reversed. 
The same applies to the measures against members of the “Young Community” 
and their clerical backers. The following passages in the document were particularly 
explosive and ultimately aimed at liquidating the beginnings of socialist ownership 
in agriculture: “An artificial creation (meaning: maintenance) of agricultural 
production cooperatives that have not proven themselvé&éin practice and that cause 
dissatisfaction among the people Evoking farmers should be stopped. All existing 
agricultural production cooperatives should be carefully examined and those that 
were created on an involuntary basis or that have shown themselves to be unviable 
should be dissolved. It should be kept in mind that under today's conditions in the 
GDR only (!) a simpler form of production cooperation between farmers, such as 
cooperatives for joint cultivation of the land without the means of production being 
socialized (!), is more or less viable can be." 


The main idea of the document was that "at present the main task is the fight for 
the unification of Germany on a democratic and peaceful basis." The task of the 
political struggle for the restoration of the national unity of Germany and for the 
conclusion of a peace treaty must be 
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be made the center of attention of the broad masses of the German people. 


It would therefore have been only logical if the Soviet side had agreed to Otto 
Grotewohl's proposal to explain the change of course to the GDR public as an 
effort to achieve German unity. But that was rejected. The entire document and 
the course of the discussions give the impression that the Soviet side - or some of 
its representatives - 

were intent on compromising the SED leadership, and especially its most 


outstanding exponent, Walter Ulbricht, in front of the GDR public and maneuvering 
them into a scapegoat role. 


If you look at the Moscow document as a whole, it is noticeable that despite all the 
zeal to make the "error register" as comprehensive and complete as possible, one 
really crucial point was not touched at all: the decision in mid-May to increase 
standards from June 1st 1953! Nothing to say that this decision was a mistake, 
nothing to say that it too had to be repealed! 


The very decision that put the greatest strain on the party and state's relations 
with the working class was not mentioned by the Soviet side. This is hard to 
understand. But it is equally difficult to understand that the SED leadership did 
not come to the conclusion on its own that it was probably not possible to relieve 
all sections of the population from the burdens of the last few months that had 
specifically affected them - except the working class! In the communiqué of June 
9th there is no mention of the lifting of the standard increase, nor is there any 
mention of it in the Moscow “health” resolution. 


The assumption that someone on the Soviet side had an interest in making the 
SED leadership and especially its general secretary a scapegoat in order to shake 
his position becomes more pronounced when one learns how the version of the 
text, which so inevitably provoked popular anger, came about Communiqués from 
June 9th have come. Its author, Rudolf Herrnstadt, reports on this: 


“On June 10th | drafted the 'June 9th Communiqué’. The more | tried to write the 
communiqué in the manner prescribed..., the clearer it became to me that in the 
intended form it would have to cause an unjustifiable shock effect in the party and 
the public. It turned out to be impossible to simply revoke the most important 
measures, which the party had just defended for a year against countless 
resistance as the only correct measures, that is, without giving a well-founded 
justification - without disorienting and embittering the party and flanking the 
opponent to open... 
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In the early afternoon | presented the draft of the communiqué to Comrade Ulbricht. He 
read it and had no objections. | explained to him what was said above. He replied: 'I 

have already made the same objections. 

Grotewohl also has the biggest concerns. But they insist.’ | said: 'You can't be satisfied 
with that?!’ Ulbricht replied: ‘Come to Comrade Grotewohl's apartment at 6 this afternoon. 
Semyonov will be there. | would like him to read the communiqué before publication 
anyway. You can take this opportunity to present the matter to him again. But you won't 
have any luck.” 


Herrnstadt reported on his conversation with Semyonov: “I: 'Comrade Semyonov, | am 
the author of the communiqué, but | would like to protest against its publication.’ 


S.: 'Why?' 


Me: 'You can't initiate a change of course like that. The communiqué can only cause 
confusion.’ | elaborated on this. 


He: ‘The communiqué must be in the newspaper tomorrow.’ 


Me:' | understand from your words that there is an instruction to this effect. If that were 

to be the case, wouldn't it be possible for you to explain to Moscow why it would be 
advisable to change the instructions? Give us 14 days and we can justify the change of 
course so convincingly and convincingly that we go on the offensive with it and not the 
enemy... It contains all the elements for it, but the elements can turn into the opposite if 
we botch the start!’ To this Comrade Semyonov replied very sharply and condescendingly: 
‘In 14 days you may no longer have a state!" 


So the communiqué appeared on January 1st. June 1953 and had exactly the effect 
that Ulbricht, Grotewohl and Herrnstadt had feared: it “disorientated and embittered the 
party and opened the enemy’s flank.” It had the effect of a lit match thrown into an open 
gasoline drum. Certainly, the fuel was there ready - but whether it exploded or could be 
"disposed of" without causing any damage depended on how it was handled. This was 
foreseeable, it was foreseen, it was warned - but "they" insisted on throwing the burning 
match into the petrol drum! 


IV. Questions, answers - questions 
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No one can say whether there would not have been June 17th without this communiqué. 
But it can be said with certainty that this communiqué made the work of all those who 
wanted to spark a "worker's uprising" against the workers’ and peasants’ power out of 
demonstrations by dissatisfied workers against increases in standards and prices into a 
"worker's uprising" against the workers' and peasants' power incredibly easier. 


The so far unresolved question remains: why this communiqué? With what intention? 


If it had only been carelessness without any intention - how can one then explain that, 
despite the bad experiences that had been made with such "shock therapy" on June 17, 
1953, the same "therapy" was carried out again and again - and always with the same 


ones negative consequences - "prescribed"? First by Khrushchev and again by Gorbachev 
from 1985. 


Just a few examples: 


May 26, 1955: Khrushchev's speech upon arrival at Belgrade airport: 


“Dear Comrade Tito!... We have examined in detail the materials on which the serious 
accusations and insults made at that time against the leaders of Yugoslavia were based. 
The facts show that these materials were fabricated by enemies of the people, vile agents 
of imperialism, who fraudulently infiltrated the ranks of our Party." 


However, it was not a "fabricated" fact that Tito had led his country into the imperialist 
pact system of the Balkan Pact with the NATO states Turkey and Greece and had the 
USA supply it with weapons - against whom? 


February 25, 1956: Khrushchev's secret speech at the XX. Party congress of the CPSU. 
In this speech, it was revealed to the listeners, who were astonished and horrified, that 
the CPSU had been led for decades by a power-obsessed, incompetent, not fully sane 
blood drinker. 


These two cases of “shock therapy” were the ones with the most severe and disastrous 
long-term effects. But more inconspicuous, little noticed, seemingly insignificant cases 
such as the following should not be forgotten: 


March 31, 1954: The Soviet Union declares its willingness to join NATO. 


January 18, 1959: The press reports that Anastas Mikoyan, member of the Presidium of 
the Central Committee of the CPSU and First Deputy Chairman of the Council of 


Ministers, also had a meeting with the head of the CIA during his visit to the USA, 
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Allan Dulles, had - as if a visit by a top Soviet politician to the chief coordinator of all 
subversive actions against socialism was the most normal thing in the world. 


October 1959: Returning from his trip to the USA, Khrushchev appealed to US 
President Eisenhower (the same president who sent Ethel and Julius Rosenberg to 
the electric chair) at a large rally by saying: “From this stand we must | say before the 
Muscovites, before all my people, before the government and before the party, that the 
President of the United States of America, Dwight Eisenhower, the man who enjoys 
the absolute trust of his entire people (for Khrushchev, the American communists, E. 
and J. Rosenberg, not to the people? — KG) has demonstrated statesmanlike wisdom." 


1960/61: Break with the People's Republic of China and the Communist Party of 
China. The Soviet Union escalated the conflict to the point where it claimed that the 
main threat of war no longer came from the imperialist USA, but from China. 


What do all of these actions and statements have in common? 


Each of them came as a surprise and unexpected. None of them were sufficiently well 
founded; in some cases - including the most important ones - the statement given as 
justification was obviously not true, such as in the case of Tito's total rehabilitation, or 
it represented a terrible mixture of truth and fiction, as in the secret speech at the XX . 
Party conference. Each represented a more or less abrupt turn and a rejection of 
previous elementary Marxist-Leninist principles. Each was an attack on the previous 
communist value system. Through each, what was previously considered correct was 
labeled as wrong or hostile and, conversely, what was previously considered false and 
hostile was declared correct or trustworthy. 


What this brought about - largely imperceptibly - was essentially a swapping of friend 
and enemy images: one's own past ultimately became the object of disgust, against 
which there can only be an "irreconcilable reckoning"; the imperialist mortal enemy of 
one's own cause and the Humanity, on the other hand, became a trustworthy partner 
in the fight for a just world order and world peace, and top imperialist politicians 
became first-name friends of the leader of the leading communist party. 


So what is the common essence of all the surprising twists mentioned and not 
mentioned? 
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They were all part of a long process in which the communist identity of the 
communist parties and the socialist countries was gradually dismantled beyond 
recognition, until they had lost their identity to such an extent that their opponents 
could calculate to destroy them through policies of “change through rapprochement 
to be able to completely soften and destroy. 


This process was initiated by the Khrushchev team. After Khrushchev he was 
slowed down, but not stopped. As a product of the first thrust of this identity 
change, Gorbachev became its continuator and accelerator until the logical 
conclusion: the dissolution of the Communist Party and the Soviet Union and his 
confession in the infamous “Spiegel” 

Interview: "My political sympathies belong to social democracy and the idea of a 
welfare state like the Federal Republic of Germany.” 


The Moscow "Recovery Resolution" of May and the communiqué on the "New 
Course" of June 9, 1953 were the first step on this path, June 17, 1953 was the 
first warning sign, the warning sign that announced where we were going on this 
path ways will arrive. 


It wasn't understood. Worse still, it is still largely misunderstood today, as most of 
this year's commemorative articles attest. 


What remains is the question: Why was it that the communist movement did not 
find the inner strength to end this process of self-destruction and return from the 
wrong path of revisionism to the path of Marx, Engels and Lenin? 


Only when the right answer is given can the communist movement once again 
become a force that shapes the future. 


Source: KPD series of publications, No. 121 


Secret mission of the FRG Vice Chancellor to the GDR 


Vice Minister of Defense in 1955 and 1956 
What did Vice Chancellor Schaffer want during his secret 


missions to GDR Deputy Defense Minister Vincenz Muller in 1955 
and 1956? 
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Editor's preliminary note: 


We present here a current classification of the events in 1955 and 1956, which 

Kurt Gossweiler completed on December 1, 2003 - and then his diary entries 

about the time in question. This is a preprint from the second part of the “TaubenfuB 
Chronicle”, which will appear in a few months. We would like to thank Kurt 
Gossweiler very much for providing us with the material and point out that the 
second part of the “Pigeonfoot Chronicle” will certainly be a worthwhile purchase. 
(Ed. offensive-siv, Jan. 2004) 


Two books and a television film have brought back to the present an episode from 
the past of the Federal Republic of Germany to liquidate the GDR that dates back 
almost half a century and has certainly long since disappeared from the 
consciousness of most of those who heard about it from the newspapers at the 
time : The secret mission of the Federal Republic of Germany Vice Chancellor 
and Finance Minister Fritz Schaffer, who traveled to the capital of the GDR twice, 
in 1955 and 1956, to meet with the GDR's deputy defense minister, Vincenz 
Müller, and the Soviet ambassador to the GDR, Pushkin meet. 


The public only found out in 1958 that a member of the government 

Federal government secretly traveled to the GDR for meetings, namely when 
Walter Ulbricht announced this at a meeting of the National Council of the National 
Front of Democratic Germany. The only official reason for this trip was that 
Schaffer was driven by the desire to do something to prevent the final division of 
Germany and to explore ways to a confederation of the two German states. 


When | read that back then, | was pretty sure that this couldn't have been the true 
motive of a finance minister in the Adenauer government: what came from this 
direction could only have been aimed at undermining the GDR. That's why | took 
a closer look at the political environment in which these secret missions were 
undertaken and came to the conclusion that Schaffer's real mission and real 
intention could only have been to find out whether there were forces in the 
leadership of the GDR with the help of which Walter Ulbricht could be overthrown, 


and also to explore how the new Soviet leadership would react to such an 
undertaking. 


At the time | trusted my political opinion with this result of my considerations 
Diary that | started keeping at the end of 1956, when - due to the bloody counter- 
revolutionary events in Hungary and the inexplicable to me 
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attitude of the Soviet troops stationed in Hungary, who watched idly for days as 
the unleashed white beasts hunted and murdered the communists, as they once 
did in 1919 in the days of the victorious counter-revolution, - began to strongly 
doubt that at the top of the CPSU there was still only There were people you could 
completely trust. 


Two years ago | received confirmation of my assumption, which had become a 
conviction, from a completely unexpected source: in January 2001, a review of the 
book by a West German author Peter Joachim appeared in the “junge Welt” from 
the pen of Professor Siegfried Prokop, who was trained as a historian in the GDR 
Lapp: “Ulbricht’s helper. Wehrmacht officers in the service of the GDR’, which also 
presented the military career of General Vincenz von Muller and also mentioned 
his secret meeting with Schaffer. In his article, Prokop mainly deals with this 
process and its presentation and evaluation by Lapp. 


Prokop writes: “By the way, Lapp now lets the reader know that in the conversations 
Müller had with Schaffer, he had promised far-reaching political changes in the 
GDR in the near future. At Soviet instigation, the National People's Army would 

take power in the GDR, arrest Ulbricht and depose the government, something 
Franz J. Strauss had already reported on in his memoirs. Soviet circles were 
interested in Austrian status for the GDR (that is certainly a mistake: it should be 
called Germany! KG) and therefore wanted contacts with Bonn. On 20. 


In October 1956, Schaffer had a secret conversation with the East Berlin Soviet 
ambassador Georgi M. Pushkin, in which Muller took part.” 


So Lapp found documentary evidence in the GDR files that “at Soviet instigation” 
(and that was Khrushchev in 1955/56, and no longer, as in 1953, Beria!) Walter 
Ulbricht was arrested and the GDR government was overthrown and that Vincenz 
Muller was one of those who were chosen and prepared to carry out this counter- 
revolutionary coup. Since this became known to the GDR leadership, their reaction 
- reported by Prokop in his review - can only be surprising because of their 
reticence: V. 

Muller was suspended from duty in December 1957 and retired on February 28, 
1958. The allegations against him were limited to the fact that he had violated 
Central Committee decisions, opposed the SED's leading role in the NVA, abused 
his party and official position in the National People's Army, pursued his own 
politics and had a destructive effect on his subordinates. 


| am my former colleague and comrade at the Humboldt University, 
Professor Siegfried Prokop is indebted to me for helping me with his 
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Review of the Lapp book helped me to know this documentary confirmation of my 
assumption from 50 years ago. But at the same time | can't help but wonder about 
his strange reaction to the revelation of Vincenz Müller's counter-revolutionary 
activities. Because his criticism is not aimed at Vincenz Müller because of his 
betrayal of the GDR, but at the author Peter Joachim Lapp because he did not 
appreciate this betrayal in a positive way. 

Prokop writes: 


“In view of these accusations from the SED leadership against Muller, Lapp's book 
title 'Ulbricht's Helpers’ is somewhat surprising... In 1956, Vincenz Muller and his 
comrades-in-arms at least made a courageous attempt to break out of the logic of 
the Cold War, which should be appreciated today." For Inventing the euphemistic 
description “breakout from the logic of the Cold War” for a coup against the GDR 
that was agreed upon with the FRG leaders is almost suspicious for being awarded 
the Federal Cross of Merit! 


| was of the opinion that such a statement in the “young world” should not go 
unchallenged and therefore sent the newspaper a letter to the editor in which | 
wrote, among other things: “Whether the “young world” is the right organ for such 
an “appreciation”. for ‘courageous attempts’ - such as those that ultimately led to 
the goal under Gorbachev's direction in 1989/90 - seems doubtful to me. But that's 
not what I'm concerned about now. Rather, Prokop's account and probably also 
that of PJ Lapp leave the background and context of this Schaffer mission in the 
dark." After a reference to my diary notes from 1958, | continued: "Prokop's review 
of Lapp's book shows me that back then - relying only on the press - | described 
more backgrounds and connections than Prokop's review provides. | am therefore 
sure that since Prokop's book review aroused great interest in these events in the 
‘young world’ and aroused the desire to find out more about them, this writing of 
mine would be a very welcome addition to Prokop's review . | am therefore sending 
you a copy of this transcript.” There was no response from “junge Welt” to this 
offer. 


On the other hand, Prokop's criticism found fertile ground with Lapp. He wrote a 
new book, this time just about Vincenz Miller, and this time he wasn't introduced 
as "Ulbricht's helper", which is almost the worst of all bad things - 

An escalation to the worst could only be the expression “Stalin's helper” - but 
rather as “general under Hitler and Ulbricht”. And this book also served as the 
basis for a television film of the same title, in which Prokop was even allowed to 
take part as an expert. This film was released on November 25, 2003 
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RBB Berlin broadcast from 9:15 p.m. The picture of Vincenz Miller as a conspirator 
against the GDR is rounded off by the testimony that Muller did not break off his 
connection to the Western secret service until his death. 


Markus Wolf also appeared in this film as a contemporary witness. What he 
shared was only a fraction of what could already be read in his book “Spy Chief in 
the Secret War,” as he dedicated no less than eight pages to the Schaffer mission 
(pp. 164-172). In the book, Wolf states that Schaffer's secret trip to the East had 
been announced to him by a West German informant, and that Schaffer was 
received at Marx-Engels-Platz train station by two officials from his service. 
Everything else that Markus Wolf says in his book about Schaffer's mission in 
Berlin is in sharp contrast to what Lapp says in his book and in the film. With 
Markus Wolf everything was completely harmless: Schaffer only wanted to talk to 
representatives of the Soviet Union and the GDR about his confederation plans. 
And Wolf then literally: “The pretext for Schaffer’s trip to the East was a visit to 


retired General Vincenz Miller, whose family the Vice Chancellor was friends 
with.” 


In the film, as a contemporary witness, he said that the coordination of the Schaffer 
mission was in his hands. “The Miller-Schaffer conversations were recorded by 
us.” But either not all conversations were recorded, or Markus Wolf is telling the 
untruth in his book. The conversation in which Miller informed the shepherd of the 
planned coup, which Lapp reports on in both his book and the film, is not only not 
mentioned in Wolf's book, but is dismissed as an “adventurous version”. In Wolf 

(p. 171f.) one can read: “Franz Josef Strauss gives an adventurous version of the 
Schaffer initiative in his memories. He claims that the Vice Chancellor sought 
contact with General Miller because he had given him "far-reaching hints" about 

a coup by the NVA, "in which Ulbricht would be arrested and the entire government 
would be deposed.” Strauss published this nonsense against his better judgment. 
We didn't just know from Schaffer that Strauss was privy to the Confederation 
plans. Our contacts with one of his closest confidants, the publisher and editor-in- 
chief of the Passauer Neue Presse, Hans Kapfinger, confirmed Strauss's 
involvement. Otherwise, all conversations between Schaffer and Miller were 
under our control, because the general cooperated with my service in this matter 
out of political conviction. 


If all conversations were under his control, then also the conversation in which 
Muller told the visitor about the NVA's planned putsch against Ulbricht and the 
GDR government and which Lapp informed about in his books and in the film. And 
then Markus Wolf also knew about it. But then he didn't 
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only knew about it, but then he was involved in the conspiracy! By the way, that 
wouldn't be entirely unusual: After all, the coup was supposed to take place "at the 
Soviet suggestion", and that probably meant at the suggestion of the Soviet secret 
service, to which Markus Wolf also reported. And that would ultimately only mean 
that Markus Wolf would have already completed the dress rehearsal for his role in 
1989/90 in 1955/56. In any case, it is worth considering that Markus Wolf, although 
he knew Lapp's report in the book and in the film about Muller's explanation to 
Schaffer about the impending prank against Ulbricht and the GDR government, 

did not take the opportunity in the film to express his opinion so decisively in the 
book to repeat the rejection of this report as a “nonsensical, adventurous version”. 


But both in his book and in the film, Wolf accuses Walter Ulbricht of breaking the 
agreed confidentiality of the discussions; he writes (p. 171): “But now - (at least 
only in October 1958) - Ulbricht broke the promise of strict confidentiality that | had 
made to the Vice Chancellor for the sake of a quick propaganda success. Ulbricht 
explained that in his plan (the German-German confederation) he had only taken 
up the suggestions of a member of the Bonn government.” 


Yes, that was Walter Ulbricht's way of letting the people who had dug a pit for him 
and the GDR end up tumbling into that same pit themselves! 


And by the way: For reasons that are easy to guess, Markus Wolf apparently did 
not tell Walter Ulbricht, whose downfall the talks were about, that he, Wolf, had 
promised the shepherd strict confidentiality about the conversations he had with 
him. Wolf's accusation directed at Ulbricht, in its baselessness, only confirms how 
much he disliked him. 


After this overview of the current information on the secret conversations between 
the Federal Republic of Germany Vice Chancellor Schaffer and the Deputy 
Defense Minister of the GDR in 1955/56, | now follow my notes from 1958 on the 
same subject: 


Now to some events of the last few years that apparently have nothing to do with 
Khrushchev, but which also belong to the register of his defeats. It concerns the 
top-secret mission of the then Finance Minister, now Justice Minister of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Fritz Schaffer, to the capital of the GDR in 1955 and 1956, 
the announcement of which by Walter Ulbricht caused great confusion in Bonn. 
So: 


On Federal Minister Fritz Schaffer’s “Eastern contacts”: 
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It all seemed to start quite harmlessly: 


October 18, 1958: At a meeting of the National Council of the National Front of 
Democratic Germany on the topic: “For a peace treaty, a confederation anda 
nuclear weapons-free zone!”, Walter Ulbricht makes the remark as if in passing: 
the suggestion for peaceful reunification via a confederation of the two Germans 
States originally came from a CDU minister in the Bonn government, who made it 
in confidential discussions with representatives of the GDR in October 1956 and 
July 1957. 


On October 22, 1958, the "Frankfurter Rundschau" printed an embarrassed denial: 
"As dpa reports, a government spokesman stated on Tuesday that the federal 
government was ‘not aware that any federal minister had spoken to a representative 
of the Pankow government.” This denial However, it didn't last long, because 
Walter Ulbricht followed up on November 10th: at a youth forum in Leipzig, he 
repeated that the confederation's proposal had been discussed by a minister in 
the Bonn government in discussions with government representatives of the GDR. 
Finally, Walter Ulbricht said that he hoped that the Bonn minister involved in the 
talks would comment on the facts, otherwise the representatives of the GDR 
would have to do it. That worked. Schaffer had no choice but to make at least a 
half-true, half-veiled partial confession. 

On November 12th, he admitted that he had been in “East Berlin” and had had a 
conversation with the Soviet ambassador to the GDR, Pushkin, about which 
Chancellor Adenauer had also been informed. On November 14, 1958, his GDR 
interlocutor, Vincenz Muller, Deputy Minister of Defense of the GDR, helped 
Schaffer's memory with an interview that appeared that day in the "Berliner 
Zeitung" and was reprinted on November 15 in the "Neues Deutschland". The 
following passages from this reprint are particularly noteworthy: 


“Berlin (ND). The sensation that the partial confession made on Wednesday by 
Federal Justice Minister Schaffer caused in the West German public was raised 

on Friday by an interview in the ‘Berliner Zeitung’ with the former deputy of the 
Minister for National Defense, member of the People's Chamber and member of 
the National Council of the National Front of democratic Germany, Vincenz Miller, 
further increased. The interview clearly establishes that Schaffer's statement is 
only a partial confession. 

Schaffer had admitted that he had held a meeting with the then Soviet ambassador 
in democratic Berlin, but denied negotiations that he had held with representatives 
of the German Democratic Republic. The interview has the following wording: 
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Question: What do you say to the Western press's claim that there were no negotiations between 
representatives of the GDR with Minister Dr. Schaffer took place? 


Answer: Yes, such negotiations have been held. Dr. Schaffer expressed the wish to hold 
consultations with a representative of the GDR in order to achieve progress in reunification. Dr. 
Schaffer said that the time was working for reunification through a compromise in the spirit of 
neutralization and a moderate rearmament of Germany. 


Question: Dr. Dr. Schaffer with you as a private person or did you have the impression that other 
gentlemen in Bonn had similar ideas? 


Answer: Dr. Schaffer emphasized that he first wanted to personally explore the possibilities of 
reaching a compromise with representatives of the GDR. 


But he mentioned that there are ministers and party friends in Bonn who think the same way he 
does. 


Question: When and where did the discussions take place? 


Answer: The first meeting took place on June 11, 1955 and the second on June 20. 
October 1956, both in democratic Berlin. During the second conversation, we were together in 
my apartment for about three hours. 


Question: What was the content of the negotiations? 


Answer: Dr. Schaffer presented his thoughts on a confederation in the sense of cooperation 
between the Benelux states. He suggested preparing a kind of program for reunification in which 
economic issues, passenger transport issues and cultural issues are set out. Dates should be 
set so that such a program can be published by July 1957, i.e. before the federal elections. 


Question: Who should this program be agreed upon? 


Answer: Dr. Schaffer said it would be best to talk about this directly with a member of the GDR 
government. It was agreed to hold further discussions about the path to reunification. To do this, 
| introduced him to an appointed representative. 


Question: Did Dr. Schaffer did all this on his own initiative? 


Answer: Dr. Schaffer told me: Of course | informed the “old man” (Adenauer). | can only discuss 
such things with the Chancellor and with Strauss. | had to ask the 'Old Man’ to confide in only a 
few people. 
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Question: Mr. Miller, your information completely confirms Walter Ulbricht's 
statements in the National Council, where he said that the suggestion for the 
formation of a confederation arose from negotiations with a minister in the Bonn 
government. 


Answer: That’s actually how it was.” 


Now it was up to Schaffer and Adenauer to confess the truth. The “Vorwärts” of 
November 17, 1958 reported: “The Bonn Minister Schaffer made an insightful 
statement about his talks in the GDR. He has now asked his voters in several voter 
meetings in northern Bavaria whether he should have acted differently... Not a 
single one has stood up against him." And the Berlin social democratic "Telegraph" 
had already reported the day before: "Chancellor Adenauer admitted yesterday that 
he knew even before his then Finance Minister Schaffer's conversation with Pushkin 
that the then Pankow Deputy Defense Minister and today's 


General of the “People’s Army”, Vincenz Miller, took over the mediation for these 
talks.” 


However, that was again a half-truth, because according to it, Muller was not a 
conversation partner, but rather a mediator, with the Soviet ambassador. The full 
truth had to be helped further to break through. 


On November 19, 1958, Vincenz Müller gave a television interview in which he 
again explained details from the conversation with Schaffer on October 20, 1956. 
He was followed on November 22, 1958 by Professor Otto Ruhle, like Vincenz 
Muller, a member of the main board of the “National Democratic Party of Germany” 
(NDPD) and a member of the People's Chamber, also with a television interview 
about his negotiations with Bonn Minister Schaffer on March 13, 1957. Both 
statements had to be made Confirm Schaffer willy-nilly. 


On November 16th, Walter Ulbricht had already expanded on his previous 
revelations at an election rally in Leipzig by declaring that other leading people from 
the Bonn state apparatus had also spoken to GDR representatives, such as: 

Ernst Lemmer (Minister for All-German Affairs) with the late Deputy Prime Minister 
Otto Nuschke. 


In our depictions, Schaffer appears as a man who finally wanted to do something 
for peaceful reunification and therefore went to East Berlin to negotiate with 
“Pankow”. This version is ideally suited to the political purpose it pursues of driving 
Adenauer's policies even further into a corner. But the reality is of course somewhat 
different, and it's probably not just the “initiated” who are aware of this. Actions that 
involve knowledge and 
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Those launched with the approval of Adenauer are free from any suspicion of having served 
honorable goals. So what was it about? To understand this, you have to take a closer look at the 
data surrounding the times of contact. 


June 11, 1955: First contact Schaffer-Vincenz Müller. 


Some things to characterize the political environment of this date: 


May 15, 1955: Conclusion of the Austrian State Treaty - often interpreted as a model and model 
for “German unification”. 


May 26, 1955: Arrival of the Soviet delegation in Belgrade. Khrushchev's total rehabilitation of Tito. 


June 2, 1955: Soviet-Yugoslav Declaration, Soviet legitimization of Yugoslav “national communism” 
single-handedly, without prior consultation with the fraternal parties. 


Schaffer's first visit took place just at the time when Khrushchev was the "Trojan horse of 
imperialism", the "scout of imperialism" - these were Khrushchev's own terms for Tito's Yugoslavia! 
-, brought back into the “fortress”, into the world communist movement, i.e. at the time when the 
Tito revisionists were given the opportunity - this time in league with the leaders of the CPSU! — 

to undertake for the second time activities aimed at eliminating so-called “Stalinist” party leaders, 
particularly in the socialist countries; Activities whose culmination and first defeat was the counter- 
revolutionary coup in Hungary. 


October 20, 1956: Second contact Schaffer-Vincenz Muller. 


Schaffer meets both Vincenz Miller and the USSR ambassador Pushkin, with Adenauer's prior 
approval and subsequent information to the US Foreign Minister JFDulles, who also finds this 
step completely acceptable. What else was happening in the political environment of that date? 


The most important thing happened in Hungary and Poland: the revisionist turnaround was 
gradually being prepared in both countries. 


October 6, 1956: State funeral in Hungary for Laszlo Rajk, who was sentenced to death and 
executed for high treason in 1949. On this occasion, mass demonstrations with a counter- 
revolutionary touch. 


October 10: In Poland, Hilary Minc is forced to resign as a member of the Polish party's Politburo 
"for health reasons." This is what this is written about 
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“New Statesman and Nation” magazine in its issue of October 13, 1956: “The 
resignation of Hilary Minc should clear the way for Gomulka to the Politburo. In 
this context, it should be mentioned that in the trial against Rajk in the Budapest 
court, the defendant Brankow - before his arrest, chargé d'affaires of the Yugoslav 
embassy in Budapest - testified about Gomulka: “I remember that back when the 
Gomulka case happened in Poland ( 1948, KG), there were great hopes (in 
Belgrade, KG) that Gomulka would realize Tito's ideas in Poland. 


October 11, 1956: Delegation of the Hungarian party led by Gerés in Yugoslavia. 
Regarding the negotiations that took place there, Tito said in his infamous speech 
in Pula: “We want relations with the Hungarian Party of the Working People, 
because we hope that by not isolating the Hungarian Party we can more easily 
influence its proper internal development.” (Namely: bringing Imre Nagy back to 
the top. KG) 


October 13, 1956: Imre Nagy is readmitted to the party! 


October 20, 1956: Imre Nagy receives a chair in agricultural science at the 
University of Budapest. 


October 24, 1956: Imre Nagy appointed Prime Minister! (Rajk's successor seems 
secured.) Backstory: Khrushchev and Tito met in the Crimea at the end of 
September - beginning of October. There, according to Tito in his Pula speech, 

the need to remove Gero was discussed. Less than a month later he was deposed! 


19th-20th October 1956: 8th Plenum of the Polish United Workers’ Party (PVAP). 
Main speaker: the still functional Gomulka! In his speech, sneaky attacks against 
“the little Stalins” in the communist parties. As predicted in Statesman and Nation, 
Gomulka is elected First Secretary. In those days, those Poles who bluntly asked 
GDR guests at the Polish Embassy in Berlin when they would meet their “little 
Stalin” specified who — among others or even primarily — the attacks against “the 
little Stalins” were aimed at. - and they made it clear that this meant none other 
than Walter Ulbricht - would also chase away? Tito was even clearer than Gomulka 
a month later, on November 11, 1956, in his speech in Pula, when he stated that 
it was “absolutely necessary to admonish certain people... those in the Eastern 
countries, but also in some Western countries at the top of the communist parties 
are... Those die-hard Stalinist elements... who have managed to maintain their 
positions in the various parties... In individual countries and parties in Eastern 
Europe, some leading people speak of this that this is the case with them 
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something (like in Hungary, KG) will not happen... Geré also said the same thing, Rakosi also said the 
same thing, and what good did it do for them? It's no use to them at all... What's really important now is 
whether the new spirit that started in Yugoslavia will prevail in the communist parties..." 


The real pioneer of Gomulka was Khrushchev. Without the appointment of Tito as an “expensive 
comrade”, without the rehabilitation campaign for all traitors from Rajk to Nagy, without the smear 
campaign against Stalin, without the sudden death of Bierut — without all this, Gomulka would still be 
sitting, much to the good of socialism and the Polish people in prison today, where he will hopefully return 
very soon. 


And in the GDR and the SED? Erich Honecker explained this at the 35th Central Committee Plenum of 
the SED in February 1958: 


“In October 1956, in connection with the preparation of the 29th Plenum ... there were sharp arguments 
with Comrade Shirdewan... Comrade Shirdewan further escalated the dispute by criticizing the party's 
policy as it was led by the Central Committee and... carried out by his First Secretary, in a slanderous 
manner... Instead of supporting the vast majority of the Politburo and checking its position, he found it 
necessary to direct attacks against Comrade Ulbricht because he, in agreement with the Politburo... 
Attempts to change the party line were prevented... Apparently it didn't matter to him that the opponent 
was advancing along the same line at the time.” 


And according to his own description, where did Schirdewan seek and find support against Ulbricht, who 
he was in no way equal to in a factual political debate? With the same Soviet ambassador Pushkin, who 
at around the same time also had open ears for the concerns of the Federal Republic of Germany 
Minister Schaffer! 


Finally, it should not go unmentioned that Tito gave the imperialists hope, for example in his Pula speech, 
that they could count on help from Soviet politicians in their efforts to remove the “Stalinists”: “We have 
seen that ... but there are still possibilities for the elements in the leadership of the Soviet Union to win in 
an internal evolution that are in favor of a more powerful and faster development towards democratization, 
for an abandonment of all Stalin's methods ... "Tito In this speech he suggests that his efforts to convince 
the Soviet leaders to depose Rakosi were not unsuccessful. 


154 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


The situation in which Schaffer has his second interview with Vincenz Müller and 
the Soviet ambassador in the GDR - not the Soviet ambassador in Bonn! — visits, 
is characterized by, among other things: 


1. A wild smear campaign against Ulbricht by the imperialist propaganda apparatus. 


2. Supplementing this campaign with certain personalities at the top of some 
communist parties. 


3. Support for this campaign by members of the SED's top leadership. 


4. Hope created by Tito among the imperialists to even find support from Soviet 
politicians in the attempts to oust Walter Ulbricht from leadership. 


If, in such a situation, Schaffer conducts secret negotiations that are approved in 

advance by Adenauer and subsequently by him and Dulles, then one can be sure 
that they are not intended to explore paths to democratic reunification, but rather 

to explore paths to “inner evolution” in the GDR, which began with the removal of 
Walter Ulbricht, whom they so hated, from the state and party leadership. 


If you take all these events together, then there is no doubt that Schaffer's secret 
mission was to explore what objective and subjective possibilities existed in the 
GDR, to let Walter Ulbricht go the way of Gerös and Rakosi, whether there were 
people in the government and in the party who were able and willing to accomplish 
this, and above all: whether the Soviet Union would behave in the same supportive 
manner towards such a process as it did in Poland and Hungary. 


It is not yet clear what role Vincenz Müller and the ambassador Pushkin played. 
Did Pushkin immediately inform comrade Walter Ulbricht of Schaffer's visit or only 
to his own leadership, i.e. Knrushchev, who had been trying unsuccessfully to 
break Ulbricht's neck since 1953? Did Vincenz Müller do the matter conspiratorially 
on his own or with knowledge and approval or even on behalf of the responsible 
authorities? Can one draw the conclusion from the fact that Pushkin was replaced 
as ambassador by Pervukhin that he had become an undesirable person for our 
leadership and party? Can one draw the conclusion from the fact that Vincenz 
Müller was replaced as Deputy Defense Minister that he conducted the negotiations 
behind the backs of the responsible authorities and was therefore involved in a 

plot against Walter Ulbricht? 
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There is a lot to be said for both. 


Firstly, one can assume that Khrushchev attaches great importance to appointing 
trusted people loyal to him, particularly in important key positions - and this 
certainly includes the ambassador to the GDR. The main goal of his German policy 
coincided with Dulles's: removal of the real revolutionaries from the top of the party 
and the government as the first stage in the transformation of the GDR into a 
revisionist state following the example of Hungary and Poland. That's why his main 
opponent in the GDR is Walter Ulbricht. 


Secondly, one can assume that Schaffer, with such a sensitive and confidential 
mission, only turns to people who his intelligence services have certified as being 
suitable for it. 


Thirdly, the proximity of Schirdewan's activities aimed at overthrowing Ulbricht also 
speaks for this. 


Taken together, this leads to the conclusion that we are dealing here with actions 
ranging from Khrushchev through Gomulka and Schirdewan to Schaffer and from 
there to Adenauer and Dulles. The third contact also belongs to them: 


July 13, 1957: Meeting Schaffer-Otto Ruhle. This meeting did not take place in the 
GDR, but in the Bonn Ministry of Finance. In his television interview, Ruhle 
reported that he had gone to Schaffer in Bonn as a representative of the GDR. In 
his conversation with Schaffer, among other things, unanimity was achieved about 
a peaceful solution to the German problem; Schaffer avoided bringing up the 
possibility of a confederation again; he advocated a treaty between the two 
German states in which measures to prepare for reunification and the date for 
general elections should be set. 

Finally, Schaffer expressed his intention to continue the conversation with Prime 
Minister Otto Grotewohl or other members of the government in Berlin after further 
discussions with Ruhle. That didn't happen anymore. 


Why? Apparently because the Western side could no longer expect success from 
its continuation, that is, because it had to realize that Ulbricht cannot be overthrown. 
Namely, what happened in the political environment of this third contact? 


June 22-29, 1957: The infamous June Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee 
with the victory of Khrushchev over the defenders of Leninism Molotov, Kaganovich 
and others, who were declared an “anti-party group”. There was great satisfaction 


in the Western press about this! On July 5, 1957, Die Welt wrote: “Khrushchev's 
victory impressed East and West. And Ulbricht?” So the June plenum will be 
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seen as a signal for the impending overthrow of the “Stalinist” Ulbricht in Germany! 
And, as we saw, not without reason! Finally, there were some people in the SED 
Central Committee who had long been anxious to seize every opportunity to attack 
Ulbricht. And undoubtedly it made sense to align Ulbricht with Molotov and to 
justify the demand for his removal with the June plenum of the CPSU Central 
Committee. It was not without good reason that our party leadership declared its 
unconditional approval of the CPSU plenum faster than anyone else and 
demonstratively... It was not allowed to give anyone the time to get ahead of it. 


Immediately after the June plenum, Khrushchev and Bulganin traveled to the 
CSSR and announced their imminent visit to the GDR. It took place from August 
7th to 14th, 1957. This time Khrushchev was not accompanied by Bulganin, but 
by his intimate Mikoyan. This was likely to increase the imperialists’ hopes for the 
results of this visit even higher. They saw in Khrushchev a miracle man who could 
make even the impossible possible. 

Hadn't he dethroned Stalin? Hadn't he thrown Molotov, Malenko and Kaganovich 
out of the saddle? Didn't he manage to infiltrate Tito back into the ranks of the 
"comrades" after Hungary and Tito's Pula speech and even get the Albanians to 
hold a "reconciliation meeting” with Tito? 


And shouldn't he be able to overthrow Ulbricht with the support of his friends in 
the SED Central Committee? 


The situation after the June plenum of the CPSU therefore suggests that the 
Schaffer-Ruthle conversation of July 13, 1957 was intended - not only, but also - 
to prepare the measures that led to Ulbricht's overthrow and subsequently to the 
“rapprochement “ of the two states, i.e. the more or less concealed capitulation of 
the GDR to the FRG. 


However, Khrushchev's visit took a completely different course than expected. 
Instead of shaking and undermining Ulbricht's position, Khrushchev had, on the 
contrary, to help consolidate this position and make it unshakable. 

If one judges not by the person of the speaker, but by the content of the speeches, 
then the decisive man in the Soviet delegation was neither Khrushchev nor 
Mikoyan, but Gromyko, who worked quietly in the background. They contained 
none of what people in the West had hoped for and what they could always count 
on with Khrushchev - no attacks against the "Stalinists", no encouragement of 
Ulbricht's opponents, instead demonstrative support. That was the reason why 
Schaffer's third contact with the East was no longer continued. And that is also 
the reason why 
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The failure of these Eastern missions also belongs in the register of Khrushchev's defeats 


According to my observations, there have been at least five attempts to overthrow Walter 
Ulbricht since Khrushchev came to power: 


First attempt: in connection with June 17, 1953. Involved - if not in direct coordination, then at 
least in indirect cooperation: Herrnstadt-Zaisser-Khrustschow, Adenauer-Dulles. 


Second attempt: in connection with Khrushchev's Tito rehabilitation and Schaffer's first contact 
with the East on June 11, 1955. Participants: Schaffer-Puschkin-Khrustschow, Adenauer- 
Dulles. 


Third attempt: October-November 1956 in the impact of the XX. Party congress of the CPSU 
and in connection with the counter-revolutionary events in Poland and Hungary and Schaffer's 
second contact with the East. Involved: Schirdewan-Puschkin-Khrushchev, Schaffer-Adenauer- 
Dulles. 


Fourth attempt: as a result of the June 1957 plenum of the CPSU Central Committee and in 
connection with Schaffer's third contact with the East. Involved: Schaffer-Adenauer-Dulles, 
Khrushchev. 


Fifth attempt: in connection with the 35th plenum of the SED Central Committee in January- 
February 1958. Involved: Schirdewan-Wollweber-Khrustschow. 


Walter Ulbricht, with surprising mastery over and over again, knew how to let the mines that 
his opponents had laid against him explode under their own asses. 


Ulbricht is the German politician of the 20th century who was faced with the most difficult of 
all tasks and mastered it: to assert himself and his cause not only against the attacks of a 
much more powerful enemy - German imperialism - but also against the insidious ones Stabs 
in the back from the ranks of your main ally! 


For this he is guaranteed a place of honor in the book of the history of the socialist revolution! 


Source: offensive January-February 2004 
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Some data on the role of Tito Yugoslavia between 
West and East — a documentation 


Preliminary remark 


It would be difficult to find a second example in which the dialectic in the course of 
history can be demonstrated as clearly as in the relationship between the two 
hostile neighbors Yugoslavia and Albania and NATO. 


Before the — temporary — victory of the counter-revolution in Europe, Tito's 
revisionist Yugoslavia was an outspoken NATO favorite, while the orthodox 
Marxist-Leninist Hoxha Albania was rightly classified as an archenemy by NATO. 
After the victory of the counter-revolution - which Tito Yugoslavia helped to 
prepare heavily - Albania, which had turned counter-revolutionary, became NATO's 
darling in the Balkans, which no longer needed to "soften" the "Soviet bloc" in 
order to maintain its existence and independence Fighting Yugoslavia, on the 
other hand, became an obstacle to the implementation of both German and US 
expansionist desires towards the East and thus a NATO target that had to be 
disempowered by dismemberment and removed as an obstacle. 


The following documentation only deals with the revisionist Tito Yugoslavia. 


On March 1, 1953, the so-called Balkan Pact was ratified, with which Yugoslavia 
and the two NATO states Greece and Turkey committed themselves to cooperation 
in the areas of economy, technology, culture and defense. Through this treaty, 
Yugoslavia became a participant in the imperialist pact system directed against 
the Soviet Union and the socialist countries and received arms supplies from the 
USA (1). 

In the second half of March 1953, Tito and his Foreign Minister Popovic made a 
state visit to Great Britain. The official communiqué on this visit states: “President 
Tito's visit to London... has once again helped to develop close understanding 
between the two governments and to strengthen the friendship between the two 
camps, forged in two wars... In the course of a series of meetings , conducted in 
an open and cordial atmosphere, a wide-ranging examination of the world situation 
took place, which revealed the convergence of views. Her Majesty's Government 
welcomed the development of closer relations between Yugoslavia, Greece and 
Turkey as a valuable contribution to strengthening peace... The two Governments 
declared their common interest in resisting aggression and the 


159 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Preservation of national independence. They decided to work closely with each 
other and with other freedom-loving nations in defense of peace.” (2) 


A press release from the Herald Tribune said of the visit that “Marshal Tito wanted 
a formal British commitment to guarantee Yugoslavia against aggression or at 
least the conclusion of a pact of friendship. However, he understood that Churchill 
wanted to postpone the conclusion of any formal agreement... It can be assumed 
that formal agreements were prepared to such an extent that their conclusion 
would be possible immediately after the Trieste question was resolved." (3) 


According to press reports, Yugoslav Foreign Minister Popovic made the following 
explanations: “...2. Great Britain has come to the conclusion that Yugoslavia's 
share in the defense of southeastern Europe is assured even without NATO 
membership. 3. The British unofficial guarantee of Yugoslavia's security is 
sufficient, so that there is no need to conclude a formal pact for the time being." (4) 


On May 21, 1953, Tito addressed relations with the Soviet Union and, according 
to press reports, said, among other things: “Whatever our relations with the Soviet 
Union should be, we will not change our attitude towards the United States, Great 
Britain and France ;... Relations between us and the Soviet Union and the 
countries under its influence have not improved, as far as | know. The fact that the 
Soviet Union reduces its propaganda is not enough for Yugoslavia to change its 
attitude overnight and throw itself into the arms of those who do not have its trust. 
This trust must be earned through actions and depends on the policy that the 
Soviet Union will pursue towards us. We want and do everything in our power to 
improve our relations with the Soviet Union and our neighbors because we know 
that this can contribute to peace in this part of the world." (5) 


This declaration is an indication that the first threads for changing Yugoslav-Soviet 
relations have already been woven and at the same time an assurance to the 
Western powers that such a change does not give them any cause for alarm about 
the real position of Yugoslavia. 


Shortly afterwards, on June 6th, the Soviet Union made a proposal to Yugoslavia 
to exchange ambassadors, which the Yugoslav side agreed to on June 16th by 
granting the agreement to WA Walkow, who was appointed the new Soviet 
ambassador (6). Two days earlier, on June 14th, Tito had it again 


160 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Western powers assured that Yugoslavia would not change course in foreign policy 
- according to the press release, he stated: “Yugoslavia will be cautious about 
establishing normal relations with the Soviet Union; it doesn't believe in words, only 
in actions. There will be no change in policy towards the West because Yugoslavia 
does not move with the wind.” (7) 


In strange contrast to this process of normalization of relations between the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia is the fact that at the July Plenum of the CPSU (July 3-7, 
1953), which was held as a reckoning with Beria (but in his absence). , among the 
“crimes” for which he was accused and for which he was sentenced to death ina 
secret trial, the accusation that he, Beria, wanted to normalize relations with 
Yugoslavia played a significant role... In his indictment speech against Beria led GM 


Malenkov said, among other things: “Last week, shortly before the day on which we 
in the Presidium of the Central Committee decided to discuss the Beria case, he 
came to me and made the proposal, through the MVD (Ministry of the Interior, KG) 
To take steps to normalize relations with Yugoslavia. | explained to him that this 
question had to be discussed in the Central Committee.” (8) 


The date stated here is strange and definitely incorrect: the SU's proposal to 
Yugoslavia for an ambassador exchange was made on June 6th! And on June 16th 
the new Soviet ambassador was accredited! But Malenkov claimed on July 3 that 
Beria had proposed normalizing relations “last week” — that is, Monday, June 22 at 
the earliest! - made around three weeks after the Soviet government proposed the 
exchange of ambassadors to Yugoslavia! 


But let us continue to follow the text of the Malenkov indictment: “Among the materials 
found at Beria's home is the following document: 'I take this opportunity to extend to 
you, Comrade Rankovic, a warm greeting from Comrade Beria, who remembers you 
well to transfer. Comrade Beria commissioned me to inform you personally, in the 
strictest confidence, that he and his friends consider it necessary to carry out a 
thorough review and improve the current relations between the two states...” (9) 


It is noticeable that neither the name of the author of this letter nor its date is 
mentioned. Doubts about the reliability of these statements must therefore be allowed 
after the previously proven false statement. 


Due to lack of space, we skip the year 1954 and include our overview 
the year 1955: 
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On January 5, 1955, according to a press release, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union 
signed their first trade agreement since 1949. (10) 


May 11-14, 1955: Founding Conference of the Warsaw Pact. (11) 


May 14, 1955: The Soviet telegraph agency TASS announced a meeting of 
representatives of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia at the highest level at the end of May. (12) 


May 15, 1955: Tito's speech in Pula at the upcoming meeting with the Soviet 
leadership. The press reported: “Tito emphasized that the initiative for the visit came 
from the Soviet Union. Yugoslavia is grateful to the West and especially to the 
Americans for the help that it has received and is still receiving in its great economic 
difficulties. But Yugoslavia would not pay for this aid with any concessions. Yugoslavia 
viewed this aid as something its people had earned through their efforts to achieve 
world peace. Yugoslavia wanted to have the best relations with the West and would 
not go over to the other camp, but would stick to the same line, as it wanted to keep 
its hands free and preserve its influence to work for peace. The regime is only its own 
business. On the basis of these principles, the Soviet leaders decided to come to 
Belgrade to discuss the pending issues so that normalization would take place on a 
solid basis and without illusions. Tito assured that he would keep the West informed 
of his discussions and that those who believed in a double game would be deceived." 
(13) 


Tito's subsequent statements (spoken one day after the Warsaw Pact was founded) 
were a Clear rejection of this anti-imperialist alliance of socialist states: “Tito once 
again emphasized his country's will not to belong to any bloc and added that the bloc 
policy is one Illusion. The only solution is cooperation and active international 
coexistence regardless of political systems.” (14) 


This was a clear rejection of socialist class solidarity in the field of foreign policy, from 
which Yugoslavia had been moving away for many years. 

This became clear in these days of May 1955 when Tito, this bloc opponent, assured 
the President of the West German Bundestag, Eugen Gerstenmaier, on the occasion 
of his exploratory trip through Yugoslavia that he fully appreciated the Federal 
Republic of Germany's entry into NATO. The report that Gerstenmaier gave about 
his impressions from this trip is very informative and should therefore not be missing 
here; His press version follows here: 


“The President of the German Bundestag, Dr. According to the bulletin on Bayerischer 
Rundfunk, Eugen Gerstenmaier reported on his impressions of the visit 
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a delegation from the Bundestag in Yugoslavia. He said, among other things: 'For 
the first time a German parliamentary delegation has visited Yugoslavia. The trip 
came as a result of an invitation from the Yugoslav Parliament to my late 
predecessor in office, Dr. Ehlers, accomplished. During the lifetime of Dr. Ehlers, 
the Bundestag accepted this invitation, to which all parliamentary groups submitted 
participants depending on their size. The eleven-member delegation stayed in 
Belgrade for several days. She then went to the capital of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Sarajevo, and finally spent the weekend in Dubrovnik, the old Ragusa on the 
Adriatic. At the end of the trip she returned to Belgrade to be received by the 
President of the People's Republic of Yugoslavia, Marshal Tito. 


It was purely a coincidence that the trip took place at a time when Belgrade was 

at the center of world interest due to the surprise announcement of the visit of high- 
ranking party officials and state representatives of the Soviet Union. During its 

stay in Belgrade, the delegation held a very direct, penetrating discussion with the 
leading people of the Yugoslav parliament and men of the Yugoslav government. 


Since the break with Russia, Yugoslavia has been on the side of the West. It has 
received crucial support from American military and also from American economic 
aid. The Yugoslavs' communism has not gone overboard, which is particularly 
noticeable in school life and perhaps also in the reserved relationship with the 
churches, but this communism has changed in many ways, in contrast to Russia. 
After all, Marshal Tito did not go so far as to join NATO with his country. Yes, he 
carefully distanced himself from military obligations in the Balkan pact, which he 
promoted with tenacious energy. 


Both Tito and his Foreign Minister emphasized to me that they not only sincerely 
welcome German sovereignty, but also fully appreciate the Federal Republic's 
entry into NATO. However, they do not want such accession for their own country, 
as they still adhere to the theory of Yugoslavia's independent self-assertion 
between East and West. 

This independence should not mean neutrality or neutralization. | believe that not 
only the term, but also the matter is seriously and decisively rejected by the 
Yugoslav government. The idea of a compromise between Yugoslavia and Russia 
on the soil of the 

Return of Yugoslavia to the Cominform, the large communist world association, 
rejected. | believe that the Yugoslav head of state in the 
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in the next few days will be more concerned with nothing than securing Yugoslavia's 
independence and preventing its inclusion in the satellite belt, whether by cunning or by 
the threat of force. It can also be assumed that he is willing to reach an agreement with 
Russia that is economically advantageous for his country. 


Russia's situation was described to me in Belgrade in a short formula as follows: 'The 
Russians are tactically on the offensive, but objectively on the defensive.” (15) 


26.5. — 2.6. 1955: Visit of the Soviet government delegation to Yugoslavia. 

Upon arrival at the Belgrade airfield on May 26th, Khrushchev gave a speech that 
caused the greatest surprise in everyone because it placed all the blame for the Soviet- 
Yugoslav rift on its own Soviet side, despite all the clearly contradictory facts, such as: 
the entry of the bloc opponent Tito into the Balkan Pact and thus indirectly into NATO. 


He said: “Dear Comrade Tito!...We sincerely regret what happened...We have carefully 
examined the material on which the serious accusations and insults are based.... The 
facts show that this material is from the 

enemies of the people, the despicable agents of imperialism who have fraudulently 
infiltrated the ranks of our Party...” (16) 


However, the examination of the material could not have been that thorough, otherwise 
the same Khrushchev would not have appeared three years later, in July 1958, at the VII. 
Party Congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party had to contradict his total rehabilitation 
of Tito on May 26, 1955 and label it as false by now stating: “The revisionists are trying 

to disintegrate the revolutionary parties from within, to undermine unity and to introduce 
disorder and confusion into them to carry Marxist-Leninist ideology. In 1948, the 
Conference of the Information Bureau adopted a resolution on the situation in the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia, which contained legitimate criticism of the activities of 
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia on a number of issues. This resolution was essentially 
correct and corresponded to the interests of the revolutionary movement.” (17) 


At the end of the reconciliation meeting, a joint declaration was signed by Tito and 
Bulganin on June 2, 1955, which contained a passage that was certainly noted with 
particular satisfaction in Washington, London and Bonn, since its compliance by the 
Soviet Union had to be give Western efforts to break away the European socialist states 
from their alliance with the Soviet Union and from the common ideological and political 
basis with it significantly greater chances of success. This 
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The passage represented a break with the internationalist principle according to 
which every communist party and every socialist country strives for unity in 
principles and in action with the other members of the overall movement. It reads: 
"Both governments proceed from the following principles: mutual respect and non- 
interference in internal affairs, interference neither for economic nor political, 
ideological or other reasons, since the questions of internal organization, the 
difference in social systems and the difference in the concrete forms of the 
development of socialism are exclusively a matter for the peoples of the individual 
countries.” (18) 


What was established at this meeting was exactly what Beria had been accused 
of committing as a capital crime two years earlier. By signing, the Soviet leaders 
adopted the main principle of so-called “national communism” as their own, 
thereby legitimizing this “national communism’ as compatible with communist 
principles. 


The Soviet delegation's visit was soon followed by a visit by delegations from the 
USA, Great Britain and France for negotiations in Belgrade. About these 
negotiations, TANJUG, the Yugoslav telegraph agency, issued the following 
communiqué on June 27: “From June 21 to 27, in Belgrade between the Deputy 
State Secretary for Foreign Affairs of Yugoslavia, Prica, and the Ambassadors of 
the USA, the United Kingdom and France negotiations took place on the general 
international situation and on issues of immediate mutual interest. These 
negotiations were a further step in the series of consultations held individually or 
collectively between representatives of the governments of the three Western 
powers and the government of Yugoslavia. 


The exchange of views, which took place in an atmosphere of cordiality and 
mutual trust, confirmed the high degree of agreement between the Governments 
of the four Powers in their attitude to the various international issues discussed in 
the course of the negotiations. These negotiations take on particular importance 
in view of recent positive international events. The Governments of the Four 
Powers have agreed that the settlement of the unresolved problems will be 
achieved by peaceful means and negotiations based on full respect and 
recognition of the right of all countries to independence, equality, self-defense 
and collective security in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations 
Organization based. They will continue to do everything in their power to 
contribute to such a solution to the issues. 
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The Governments of the four Powers express the firm belief that the existence of a 
strong and independent Yugoslavia and continued cooperation between them under 
conditions of complete equality will contribute to peace and stability. They believe that 
the fruitful cooperation developing in all areas under the Balkan Pact is also an important 
contribution to the cause of peace and stability in this part of the world. 


They believe that this method of exchange of views can contribute to achieving even 
greater mutual understanding between them and to further improving the general 
international situation and the cause of peace throughout the world. They are convinced 
that the good relationships that have developed between them in so many areas in 
recent years will continue and develop further.” (19) 


The questions of “immediate mutual interest” certainly included the possibilities of 
influencing the socialist countries of Eastern Europe in the way they both - both 
Yugoslavia and the Western powers - considered desirable, in the sense of their 
separation from the alliance the 

Soviet Union. 


And if it was not agreed with the Western powers at the June negotiations in Belgrade, 
then it corresponded to the interests of the Western powers no less than those of Tito 
when he demanded in a speech in Karlovac on July 27th “that the leaders in Hungary 
too and in Czechoslovakia confess their mistakes against Yugoslavia, just as the Soviet 
leaders would have done on the occasion of the visit of the Soviet statesmen to 
Yugoslavia. In particular, he demanded a revision of the trials against Laszlo Rajk from 
September 1949 in Budapest, against Trajtscho Kostoff from December 1949 in Sofia 
and against Rudolf Slansky and Vladimir Clementis in Prague, in which the Tito regime 
was accused of complicity in crimes of high treason."( 20) 


Since the Balkan Pact was explicitly mentioned in praise of the Balkan Pact in the 
communication about the June conference with the Western powers, but Yugoslavia's 
membership of this pact simply did not fit in with its constantly emphasized non- 
alignment, Tito also commented on this a few days later, on August 3rd . After TANJUG 
he stated: “The Balkan Pact was created at a time when the three Balkan states felt 
threatened.” (By whom actually? By the Soviet Union? KG) “Now that there is no longer 
any immediate danger, cooperation between them the character of a peaceful one 
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Embrace community spirit in economic, political and cultural matters. Once 


collective security is achieved, the Balkan Pact, like the other pacts, will lose its 
military character. The agreement is not of a temporary nature.” (21) 


Tito's Yugoslavia not only stuck to the Balkan Pact, but also to the purchase of 
weapons from the USA. However, there was a certain difference of opinion with 
them because they demanded control over the use of the weapons they supplied. 
To resolve these differences and coordinate their policies, Undersecretary of 

State Robert D. Murphy came to Belgrade. The communiqué issued at the end of 
the five days of negotiations (October 4, 1959) and Murphy's remarks at a press 
conference stated: “Robert Murphy stated in a press conference that a controversy 
had arisen between the two states over the control of American arms supplies to 
Yugoslavia . Yugoslavia had refused to allow such control by the American 

military mission, but this was essentially just a misunderstood interpretation of 

the word ‘control’. A completely satisfactory formula has now been found to settle 
this dispute. The United States did not want to appear in any way to exert a 
dominant influence over the Yugoslav armed forces. The correct expression is 
‘mere observation’ of arms deliveries. Regarding a desire expressed by Yugoslavia 
to acquire an American license to build jet fighters, Murphy said that the United 
States would like to do so, but that financing the project was a complicated issue 
that had to be resolved. Murphy also mentioned that Yugoslavia had requested 
American shipments of grain. Yugoslav scientists would soon visit the United 
States to study the industrial use of atomic energy.” (22) 


The incident showed that Yugoslavia could not be said to be truly non-aligned, 
but that in order to participate in a US-led alliance system and to be supplied with 
American military equipment, it had to tolerate US control over their use; At the 
same time, it shows the verbal tricks the Yugoslav leadership used to try to 
maintain the appearance of its “independence”: control was simply renamed 
“mere observation,” and “non-alignment” was proven again! 


Once the “misunderstanding” had been resolved in this way, US Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles was able to visit Tito at Brioni on November 6th and be 
assured that there would no longer be any “misunderstandings”. 
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would give. The press reported on this meeting: “According to AFP, a joint communiqué 
states that the two statesmen exchanged views on the world situation and problems of 
common interest. Agreement was reached on a number of issues, including the need for 
further improvement in international relations and friendly cooperation between the two 
countries. This meeting had once again demonstrated the advantage of personal 
contacts for a better knowledge of current positions and for the development of peace 
and international cooperation in the spirit of the United Nations. 


Secretary of State John Foster Dulles told members of the press, according to the Herald Tribune: 


“Marshal Tito answered the journalists’ question as to whether this was also his personal 
opinion in the affirmative.” (23) 


Written as an appendix to a discussion contribution at the conference “October Revolution 
1917 — Counterstrategies and the German Left”, organized by the Marxist Working Group 
on the History of the German Labor Movement in Berlin on September 20th and 21st, 
1997. 


See also the article: “The anti-socialist double strategy of imperialism and the historical 
shift from confrontational politics to — 
ultimately successful — ‘indirect strategy” in Volume 1. 


AdG v. March 1953, p. 3890. 
AdG v. March 21, 1953, p. 3919. 
Ibid. 


AdG v. June 16, 1953, p. 4037. 

Ibid. 

The case of Beria. Protocol of an accounting. The Plenum of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU July 1953. Stenographic report. Ed. and translated from Russian by Viktor 
Knoll and Lothar Kélm, Aufbau Taschenbuch Verlag Berlin, p. 33 f. 

(9) Ibid., p. 34. 

(10) AdG v. January 6, 1955, p. 4945. 
(11) AdG v. May 14, 1955, p. 5161. 
(12) Ibid. 
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(13) AdG v. May 18, 1955, pp. 5175f. 
(14) Ibid., p. 5176. 

(15) AdG v. May 27, 1955, p. 5183. 

(16) AdG v. June 3, 1955, p. 5187. 

(17) New Germany v. June 5, 1958. 
(18) Handbook of Treaties 1871 - 1964, Berlin 1968, p. 606. 
(19) AdG v. June 28, 1955, p. 5232. 
(20) AdG v. August 3, 1955, p. 5292. 
(21) Ibid. 

(22) AdG v. October 4, 1955, p. 5392. 
(23) AdG v. November 8, 1955, p. 5455. 


Source: offensive November-December 1999 


Hungary 1956 — background and context 
(1) 


In the following | will deal in detail with the struggle and fate of Rakosi (2) and his party 
because they are exemplary of the conditions to which the communist movement as a 
whole has been exposed since 1953. Rakosi was probably the most hated and slandered 
party leader of the countries of the people's democracy by the revisionists, and with 
good reason, as they failed even after the 20th century. At the party congress, the CPSU 
initially continued all its attempts to lead the party and the country to the Tito line, his 
unswerving adherence to the Marxist-Leninist orientation of the party's politics. The trial 
against Laszlo Rajk and others in Budapest in September 1949 filled all enemies of 
socialism with particular anger - the first of the three major trials that took place in the 
people's democratic countries of Hungary, Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia against leading 
party and state officials for high treason and preparation of the overthrow of the socialist 
order. 


These processes have a history centered on changing the policies of the leaders of the 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia towards the Soviet Union and the people's democratic 
countries. Until 1948, Yugoslavia was considered in the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries and also in us, the then Soviet occupation zone, as a country that had 
made the furthest progress towards establishing a socialist order 
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and was closest to the Soviet Union. (3) But in late 1947-early 1948, the Yugoslav 
Communist Party leadership group made a disastrous change in its previous course. 
This change resulted in the formation of a second, counter-center against the Soviet 
Union in the socialist camp - with Yugoslavia as the hegemon. The whole thing was 
justified by the need to unite the Balkan countries into a federation. Tito took 
advantage of the fact that the communist parties of the Balkan countries had already 
countered the imperialist policy of inciting the Balkan peoples against each other 
during the time of the Communist International with the demand for a solidarity-based 
union in a Balkan federation. That is why Georgi Dimitroff initially agreed with the Tito 
leadership's proposal to realize the old idea of the Balkan Federation after the victory 
over the fascists and after the reactionary governments of the Balkan states had been 
driven out. However, when it became clear that Tito's proposal was intended to annex 
Bulgaria as a republic to Yugoslavia and to create an anti-Soviet center, Dimitroff 
withdrew his consent and spoke out against this project. 


The Belgrade leadership now - in the spring of 1948 - pushed all the harder for the 
other, smaller and - as they believed, easy-to-take-over neighbor, Albania 

joined Yugoslavia. (4) The Belgrade leaders were all the more able to expect this 
because they knew people in the leadership of the Albanian party - such as the 
organizational secretary of the Central Committee of the Albanian party and Interior 
Minister Koci Xoxe and others - who were also carrying out a coup in Tirana on Tito's 
instructions if the goal could not be achieved otherwise. However, this did not happen 
because the information office's criticism of the Yugoslavian Communist Party's 
policies in June 1948 forced Tito to exercise restraint, and on the other hand, this 
criticism also contributed to the uncovering of the machinations of Tito's allies in the 
Albanian leadership. It ultimately led to the arrest of Koci Xoxe and his co-conspirators 
and the opening of a trial against them, which began on 11 


May to June 10, 1949 was carried out in Tirana and ended with a death sentence for 
Koci Xoxe and prison sentences of 5 to 20 years for the four other defendants. (5) 


By the way, it is noteworthy that at approximately the same time that the Belgrade 
leadership was intensifying its new anti-Soviet course, the "National Security Council" 
in the USA issued Directive 10/2 of June 18, 1948, which contained the expansion of 
covert actions by the CIA also had access abroad; This directive stated, among other 
things: “The term ‘secret operation’ as used in this directive means all activities carried 
out or sponsored by this Government against hostile foreign states or groups or in 
support of friendly foreign states or groups , the 
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However, they must be planned and managed in such a way that their author - the 
US government - does not appear to the outside world in any way and, if they are 
discovered, the US government can plausibly deny any responsibility for them." 

As "secret activities" were mentioned: "propaganda, economic warfare, direct 
preventive action including sabotage..., subterfuge against enemy states, including 
aid to illegal underground resistance movements, guerrillas, and support for anti- 
communist elements in threatened countries of the free world." (6) 


What was uncovered in the Rajk trial was certainly largely due to the implementation 
of this directive. Above all, this includes the plan to overthrow the existing 
government, in which Laszlo Rajk, the Hungarian foreign minister, was given the 
main role by his Yugoslavian and American "advisers". About this plan and its 
fathers, the former head of the cadre department of the Hungarian Communist 
Party, Tibor Szönyi, said: "The plan of the conspiracy to overthrow the Hungarian 
people's democratic system of government naturally served the interests of those 
who had drawn up the plan, who were the intellectual authors of the plan , that is, 
the conspiracy was part of the joint American and Yugoslav plans... We received 

a concrete promise regarding an economic, 


financial aid to Hungary from the United States after the coup was carried out; 
"Furthermore, the United States would support Hungary's admission to the United 
Nations." 


When asked by the court chairman what essential changes were planned in 
domestic and foreign policy if the conspiracy succeeded, Szényi replied: "First and 
foremost, the formation of a new government. We also planned to change the 
country's political structure to change in the sense that Rajk had discussed with 

the leading Yugoslav politicians and we would have taken the Yugoslav domestic 
political situation as a model, that is, a change that would change the role of the 
parties, primarily the Party of the Hungarian Working People, in political life of the 
country should have been pushed into the background, and in its place there 
should have been a popular front with a broadened base, as an organization that 
directs the political life of the country. The broadening would have happened in 

the sense that we would have to admit the kulakism within the popular front political 
representation. In the economic field, it was primarily said that we would gradually 

- although not all at once - 

all important achievements of the people's democracy should be destroyed again, 
that is, the factories, the banks, the mines should be returned to the capitalists, 

and the achievements of land distribution should be partially destroyed. In the tactical 
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Executing the plan, we certainly didn't think of doing everything all at once, but 
rather gradually, slowly, according to the situation. Similar slow, progressive 
changes were also planned in foreign policy. 

We also wanted to carry out our goal of moving Hungary from the side of the 
Soviet Union and the friendly people's democracies to the side of the United 
States gradually and slowly.” (7) 


The charges, as well as the confessions of the defendants, were so outrageous 
and unusual that it seems understandable that the later allegations and statements 
that the charges were false and that the defendants were unfairly prosecuted, that 
their confessions were obtained through torture, drugs and false promises were 
blackmailed and obtained by fraud, yes, even if such absurd claims that the scripts 
for the defendants’ statements and confessions were drawn up in Moscow by 
Stalin and Beria and then had to be memorized by the defendants and presented 
during the interrogations were believed and were even greeted with a certain relief 
that the defendants had remained honest communists and were incapable of 
committing the crimes they were accused of. However, one now had to consider it 
possible that Rakosi and all the others responsible for these trials were much 
worse monsters than those who had now been rehabilitated had ever been 
attributed to. 


One has to imagine what it must mean for a political movement if its followers 
today see a group of their leaders as traitors and criminals, but tomorrow they see 
the same leaders as quasi-saints who are judged by the worst criminals imaginable, 
namely yesterday's judges. were murdered for no reason on trumped-up charges. 
The communist movement went through all of this in the few years between 1949 
and 1956! A movement that does not perish as a result must have a very healthy 
organism and, despite everything, must be perceived as indispensable for 
representing the vital interests of the classes of which it is the political governing 
body. But inevitably, many people ask themselves the question: How can you find 
your way around? Who lies? Where is the truth? The answer is: The truth can 
only be found in the historical facts, even when documentary evidence is still 
missing. But the historical facts say: what Rajk and accomplices were accused of 
as their intention and for which they were convicted - before they could put it into 
action - that 

was actually committed twice by other leaders of the Hungarian party after the 
rehabilitation of Rajk and his co-accused: for the first time by Imre Nagy in the fall 
of 1956, and for the second time by Gyula Horn from 1989. 
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Who was Imre Nagy? As a result of the changes in the leadership of the CPSU after Stalin's 
death, on 27/28. June 1953 the Politburo of the Party of the Hungarian Working People 
expanded; The most important change was the inclusion of Imre Nagy in this committee. (8) 
On July 2nd, the Hungarian government was also reshuffled and Imre Nagy was placed at its 
head as Prime Minister. (9) 


But at a Central Committee plenum on the 2nd-4th. In March 1955, sharp criticism was 
leveled at his administration. The plenum passed a resolution "On the political situation and 
the tasks of the party", which said, among other things, that Nagy had distorted the resolutions 
of the June 1953 plenum in an opportunist and anti-Marxist sense. "To speak of an increase 

in the standard of living and at the same time not to ensure the necessary economic 
conditions for this is in reality cheap demagogy and misleading of the people... Anyone who 
assures that the majority of small and medium-sized farmers enjoy a certain level of prosperity 
as individual farmers can achieve that our agriculture, which consists of hundreds of 
thousands of individual farmers, flourish and become an advanced agriculture without the 


production cooperatives, is cheating the working farmers... 
can, that 


The growing right-wing, opportunist deviation was also reflected in the underestimation of the 
party's leading role. Some negated the party's role in the Fatherland Popular Front. ... 

These right-wing views essentially wanted to revise 
the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The most important thing in 
the people's democratic order is the unconditional guarantee of the leading and guiding role 
of the revolutionary party of the working class. Without guaranteeing this role, there is no 
popular democracy!... The right-wing views in our party and in our state have become so 
dangerous because Comrade Imre Nagy supports these anti-Marxist views in his speeches 
and articles, and what is more, he preaches them most zealously. .. A key feature of Comrade 
Imre Nagy's right-wing line was that he denied and underestimated the great victories 
achieved by the party and regularly concealed the successes... The right-wing elements 
outside and within the party considered this article (Imre Nagy's dated 20. 


October 1954) as a signal and began to destroy the correct politics of the party. Such 
phenomena occurred in the editorial offices of many newspapers as well as in the field of 
literature... With cheap demagogic promises in the press, Comrade Nagy and some other 
comrades... sometimes misled the working class,... adapted themselves to the most backward 
sections of the workers and thereby introduced certain elements of decomposition into the 
working class." (10) 


At the following plenum of the Central Committee of the Party of the Hungarian Working 
People, Imre Nagy was expelled from the Politburo and the Central Committee of the party and all 
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Functions that he carried out on behalf of the party, including as Prime Minister, were 
removed. That was in April 1955. But already in May an event occurred that 
predetermined the future fall of Rakosi and the resurgence of Imre Nagy; This was 
Khrushchev's statement to Tito on the occasion of a visit by a Soviet delegation - 
which will be discussed in more detail below - that all accusations made against Tito 
were proven, after thorough examination, to be unjustified and the invention of 
enemies, agents of imperialism. 


Tito immediately took advantage of this to put pressure on all other communist parties 
to withdraw all accusations against him and his party. "On July 27th, in a speech in 
Karlovac, he demanded that the leaders in Hungary and Czechoslovakia also confess 
the mistakes they had committed against Yugoslavia, just as the Soviet leaders had 
done on the occasion of the visit of the Soviet statesmen to Yugoslavia. He demanded 
in particular a revision of the previous trials against Rajk ... in Budapest, against 
Trajtscho Kostoff ... in Sofia and against Rudolf Slansky and Vladimir Clementis in 
Prague ... Tito said, among other things: 'We regret that in the east in some of our 
neighboring states There are still people who don't like this normalization... Instead, 
they are scheming against us behind the scenes... and trying to put obstacles in our 
way everywhere... Especially in Hungary there are people who talk like that. But we 
are convinced that they cannot ... prevent the fulfillment of what we want and what 
the Soviet leaders in Belgrade declared and are currently carrying out... There are 
also people in Czechoslovakia who are having trouble... to confess their mistakes... 
These and similar people will have to confess their mistakes to our country in one 
way or another.” (11) 


This pressure from Belgrade did not impress the Hungarian comrades and did not 
dissuade them from continuing their fight against the Tito sympathizers, who were 
found primarily in the ranks of the writers, who created a club as an organizational 
center to which they... gave the name of the popular Hungarian writer Petöfi. In 
December 1955, the Central Committee of the Party of the Hungarian Working People 
passed a resolution entitled: "Overcoming the right-wing errors in the literary life of 
Hungary", which stated, among other things: "Some writers, including party members... 
have the perspective of socialism 

lost... Pessimism and despair have taken possession of them... They present all of 
this as something 'new’, as a victory over schematism... Some writers... have criticized 
the decision of the March plenum of the Central Committee ( against Imre Nagy) 
rejected or even just outwardly agreed... The right-wing one 
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Opportunism is currently being expressed in the most dangerous, open and 
organized forms in literature." (12) 


But then the XXth came in February 1956. Party conference at which Stalin was 
condemned and Tito was celebrated. Rakosi nevertheless tried to maintain the 
party's anti-revisionist line. At a Central Committee plenum in March he explained: 
"Our right-wing elements hope that the 20th Party Congress will justify them. 

Now it is clear to everyone that these hopes have not been fulfilled." He would 
quickly learn that this was a major misjudgment. Khrushchev and Tito now 
concertedly exerted increasing pressure on other parties, but especially on the 
Hungarian party Just two weeks after this optimistic assessment, Rakosi was 
forced to declare at a meeting of party activists in a Hungarian city that the Rajk 
trial had been reviewed and that the result was a finding that the trial was a hostile 
provocation and unjustified. The highest court rehabilitated Rajk and those 
convicted with him. 


Rakosi had thus taken the first step in self-dismantling forced from outside. On 
May 19, 1956, he had to take the next step with a "self-critical" assessment of his 
work and his behavior "on certain questions" in a presentation "On the situation 
and tasks in the light of the 20th Party Congress" in Budapest and at the same 
time Using the Hungarian example of all places to "prove" that Stalin's thesis of 
the intensification of the class struggle with increasing success - which has been 
particularly evident in Hungary through the offensive of revisionism since 1953 
and intensified since the 20th century. party conference found its emphatic 
confirmation! - is “wrong and harmful”. Khrushchev and Tito now increased the 
pressure on Budapest to finally push the hated Rakosi from the chair of first 
secretary so that the way would be clear for Imre Nagy. Tito traveled to Moscow 
on June 6, and a day later the Soviet Politouro member Suslov, who had developed 
from a “Stalinist” into a loyal Khrushchev follower, arrived in Budapest. The effects 
became apparent at the next central committee plenum of the Hungarian party on 
July 18, 1956. At this plenum, Rakosi's deputy, Ernö Gerö, read a letter from 
Matyas Rakosi in which he asked him to be relieved of his role as first secretary 
because of "errors in the "Work and illness". But Tito and Khrushchev, 
unexpectedly, had not yet achieved their goal. The Central Committee plenum 

did not elect their candidate Imre Nagy as Rakosi's successor, but rather the most 
hated man after Rakosi, Ernö Gerö. Obeying the necessity of the circumstances, 
he had to declare at this plenum: "We intend to send a letter to the League of 
Communists in which we state: 'We deeply regret what has happened. We 
withdraw our slander in the tense international situation we have the Federative 
People's Republic 
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Yugoslavia and its leaders considered. We propose to start negotiations..." 


But that couldn't change the two of them's decision to let him follow Rakosi's path. 
First, at the next Central Committee plenum of the PAUW on 18-21. In July 1956, 
the Central Committee and the Politburo (13) were expanded to include now 
rehabilitated Tito sympathizers - one of whom was Kadar - which broke the 
previous majority of anti-revisionists in both party committees. And then they went 
together to prepare the final step, the overthrow of Gerös and the return of Imre 
Nagy to leadership positions in the party and state. From September 19th to 27th, 
Khrushchev spent his "vacation" in Yugoslavia, and on September 25th he was 
Tito's guest on the island of Brioni. On September 28, Khrushchev returned the 
favor by hosting Tito in Crimea. They were both preparing for the negotiations with 
Gero, which took place there on October 2, 1956. What these talks in Yugoslavia 
and Crimea were about was explained by Tito in a speech he gave on November 
11th. 

held in Pula in November 1956. Of course, he could not tell the whole truth, and 
especially Khrushchev's true role could not be revealed openly. But it is still clear 
enough that these discussions discussed who was acceptable in the other socialist 
countries and who - especially in Hungary - definitely had to go. 


Of course, Tito, who had always sharply rejected any criticism of his policies from 
other parties as "interference" in his country's internal affairs, could not openly 
admit this. That's why he put it: "When there - in Hungary - discontent began to 
break out more and more in the ranks of the communists, and when they 
demanded that Rakosi should go, then ... the Soviet comrades agreed to remove 
him. But they did the mistake of not allowing Geré and the other followers of 
Rakosi to be deposed." Admittedly, it was about forcing Gero's removal from 
outside! Apparently at this time there was still serious resistance among the Soviet 
leadership to Tito and Khrushchev's demands, because Tito said in the same 
speech: "But we didn't take it so tragically, because we saw that that was not the 
attitude of the... of the entire Soviet leadership, but only of a part... We have seen 
that this attitude was imposed by the people who were quite strongly on Stalin's 
positions and still are today, but that there is still the possibility that in In the 
leadership of the Soviet Union, the elements that are in favor of a more powerful 
and faster development towards democratization will win in an internal evolution... 
From certain signs, but also from the conversations, we have seen that these 
elements are not weak, but strong 
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"(14) In order to finally reach the goal in Hungary - the expulsion of Gero from the 
party leadership and at the same time HegedU as Prime Minister - they now 
resorted to the means that had already been envisaged as the last resort in Rajk's 
plans - to unleash the armed insurrection. 


In Poland and Hungary the XX. The "de-Stalinization" and rehabilitation wave 
triggered by the CPSU party congress encouraged anti-communist and nationalist 
forces within and outside the party to make ever more open advances over the 
course of 1956. In Hungary, student unrest began on October 21, 1956, staged by 
intellectual circles that had created their center in the so-called "Petöfi Club", 

which was also joined by workers' demonstrations, but above all by anti-communist 
mobs. The unrest escalated into bloody clashes with police, armed insurrection, 
and the hunting and lynching of communists, state and party officials. This created 
the conditions that made it possible to realize the objectives that had already been 
revealed in the Rajk trial in a step-by-step process. 


The first stage was the reshuffle of the government on October 24, 1956: Imre 
Nagy was appointed Prime Minister, and the previous Prime Minister Hegedüs 
was demoted to his deputy. On October 25th, Ernö Gerö was deposed by the 
Central Committee of the Party of the Hungarian Working People and Janos Kadar 
was elected as the new first secretary. The uprising had achieved the first goal 
envisaged by the Nagy people: the conquest of leadership in the party and state. 
But the unhindered rage of the white terror jeopardized the implementation of the 
step-by-step plan of the gradual, "legal" transition to the bourgeois republic, and 
raised the danger of a radical "backlash" supported by the Soviet troops in the 
country. That's why the new government declared a state of emergency and even 
called on Soviet troops to help "restore calm" in the country. On October 30th, the 
Soviet troops withdrew from Budapest at Imre Nagy's request. 

The next day, on October 31st, after several steps towards the almost complete 
restoration of a bourgeois Hungary had already been overcome, Nagy gave a 
speech to the people gathered on Parliament Square in which he said: "We have 
the Rakosi-Ger6é gang expelled. This gang tried to smear me by saying that | had 
demanded Soviet intervention. 

That's wrong. On the contrary: it was | who demanded the immediate withdrawal 
of the Soviet troops. Today the conference begins on the abolition of the Warsaw 
Pact and on the withdrawal of the Russians from our country." He then told 
journalists: "We have the opportunity to wipe out the Warsaw Pact. It may be that 
Hungary becomes a neutral core 
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Central Europe will. We must rely on material assistance from abroad." 
(15) Don't we already know this melody from Szényi's statements? 


But we anticipated it! After gaining leadership positions in the party and government 
on October 24th, the next, second stage had to be taken: the formation of a new 
Hungarian government, which for the first time included two bourgeois ministers, 
former officials of the counter-revolutionary party of small farmers. This happened 
on October 27th. As a further, third stage, the formation of a "Committee of Six" 

by the Central Committee on October 28th can be viewed, the formation of which 
practically meant the elimination of the Central Committee and its membership in 
further determining the party's policies. The chairman of this exclusive committee 
was Janos Kadar, and of course Imre Nagy was also a member. 

On the occasion of the founding of the Committee of Six, Nagy said that it was not 
true that what was happening in Hungary was a counter-revolution. Rather, it is "a 
democratic movement that has swept across our entire nation to secure our 
independence." A fourth, major step was taken on October 30th with the formation 
of the "closer cabinet" within the government, because it meant the transition to a 
bourgeois coalition government made up of representatives of four parties: the 
Party of the Hungarian Working People, the re-admitted party of the small Farmers, 
the National Farmers’ Party and the re-established Social Democratic Party. Kadar, 
as first secretary of the Hungarian Working People's Party, declared on this 
occasion that the re-admission of the previously banned parties and the holding of 
free elections meant a "return to democracy”. 

"He called on the members of his party to work together with the freedom fighters" 
(16) - that is, with the executioners of his comrades! Still on the 3rd 

On November 1, these "freedom fighters" were so rampant that Radio Budapest 
felt compelled to call on the population to "stop the summary executions" and to 
"remind" "that no one should be executed or imprisoned without prior judicial 
conviction." The press release continues: "It was reported that the insurgents were 
hunting down members of the security police and communist leaders and that 
people were being lynched or imprisoned.” (17) 


Next stage: On November 1, 1956, Nagy announced "that Hungary would 

denounce the Warsaw Pact with immediate effect and proclaim Hungary's neutrality.” 
At the same time, he sent a letter to the Secretary General of the UN in which he 
informed him that he had summoned the Soviet ambassador Andropov and 
explained to him that the Hungarian government was withdrawing from the 

Warsaw Pact, proclaiming Hungary's neutrality and turning to the United Nations , 

to obtain the help of the four major powers to defend its neutrality. He gave 
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at the same time announced that he himself would take over the Foreign Ministry 
"in order to ensure an appropriate policy with regard to the Warsaw Pact." (18) 

In doing so, he not only carried out his predecessor Rajk's plan, but also took over 
his office as Foreign Minister. 


A day later, on November 2nd, the leadership of the Party of the Hungarian 
Working People met and - since there was now a legal social democratic party in 
the country again - was founded; It now called itself the “Hungarian Socialist 
Workers’ Party” (USAP). In addition to Janos Kadar, its board also included Imre 
Nagy and other members of the leadership of the previous Hungarian Working 
People's Party. Afterwards, Kadar took a very contradictory stance in a radio 
speech. On the one hand, he reiterated the revisionist basic course of demonizing 
the Rakosi leadership with the words: "Our party breaks forever with the crimes of 
the past and will defend the honor and independence of Hungary against all." This 
was a reaffirmation of the Nagy declaration on withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact 
and on Hungary's neutrality. He continued: "The Hungarian youth" - that meant 
the students who started the uprising! - "did not shed their blood," - in the fight 
against the armed forces of the People's Republic of Hungary! - "to replace the 
tyranny of Rakosi with the tyranny of a counter-revolution. We have not fought to 
take the mines and factories from the hands of the working class and to take the 
land allotted to them from the hands of the peasantry. We do not want to go back 
in the slavery of the old regime of the feudal master class will fall." Referring to 
the news announced on the radio the day before that new units of the Soviet Army 
had been transferred to Hungary, Kadar said, "There is a danger that the 
intervention of a foreign power will prepare the fate of Korea for our country." (19) 
This overall ambiguous explanation suggests that Kadar and others were now 
also preparing for the possibility that Nagy's policy, which they had supported as 
members of the government, would fail due to the intervention of the Soviet Union 
and that a retreat would therefore have to be prepared. In the meantime, after the 
proclamation of withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact, the white terror had experienced 
an unprecedented increase. On November 2nd, the Reuter correspondent 
reported: "There has been a manhunt in the streets of Budapest since yesterday." 


People were systematically "hounded, hunted and killed like dogs, hung from 
lanterns and balconies. Scenes reminiscent of the return of the 'Whites' in Hungary 
in 1919 are taking place throughout the country." (20) 


| will never in my life forget those days at the beginning of November 1956, when 
| was on the radio day after day with my comrades and colleagues 
Horror and disbelieving anger at the terrible news about the 
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We followed the hunt for communists and the murder sprees of the white gangs in Budapest 
and we asked ourselves again and again: How is it possible that all this can happen even 
though the Red Army tanks are in the country? How can one explain what used to be 
completely impossible: that the army of the Soviet Union watches with guns as communists 
are lynched and hanged by white bandits? 

When will they finally put a stop to this? On November 4, 1956 - 

incomprehensibly late! - the time had finally come: the Soviet Army intervened and crushed 
all the hopes of Nagy and her backers in Belgrade, Washington and Bonn and wherever 
else. Apparently in consultation with Soviet authorities, Janos Kadar broke away from Nagy 
on the same November 4th and proclaimed a "revolutionary counter-government" from 
Szolnok, which he headed as Prime Minister. (21) 


Remarks: 


1. Excerpt from Kurt Gossweiler's presentation at our conference “Rising from Ruins - 
Conference for the Defense of the Revolutionary Heritage of the GDR” Berlin 1999. We 
are reprinting the part of the presentation here that deals with the events in Hungary. (Ed. 
Offensive) 

2. Matyas Rakosi, Chairman of the Hungarian Working People's Party. 

Co-founder of the Communist Party of Hungary and a leading participant in the Hungarian 
Council Government of 1919, he was arrested by the fascist Horthy regime after his return 
from Austrian emigration to Hungary in 1926 and sentenced to life in prison, following the 
intervention of the Soviet Union under the condition of immediate departure to Hungary 
Soviet Union released in 1940 after fourteen years in prison. 


3. AY Vyshinsky, Deputy Foreign Minister of the USSR, in the summer of 1948 on 
Yugoslavia's relations with the Soviet Union: “After the victory over Hitler's Germany, the 
most fraternal relations were established between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, 
important decisions were made in Yugoslavia economically, militarily and politically in the 
international arena, which we considered one of our most loyal and ideological allies.” 
Quoted in: Enver Hoxha, The Titoists, Tirana 1983, p. 587. 


4. For more information: Enver Hoxha, The Titoists, pp. 301-556. 
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5. For more information: Ibid., pp. 557-632. 

6. Quoted from: Klaus Steiniger, Tops and Flops. The business of the US secret services, 
Berlin 1998, p. 38f. (underlining mine, KG) 

7. Quoted from: Laszlo Rajk and accomplices before the People's Court, Berlin 1949, pp. 193, 
195 ff. 

8. For lasting peace, for people's democracy!, No. 27/1953. On June 15, 1983, the “SFB” 
broadcaster reported in a broadcast that Khrushchev had demanded that Rakosi appoint Imre 
Nagy as Prime Minister. 

9. For lasting peace,... No. 28/1953 

10. For lasting peace,..., No. 10/1955 

11. Archive of the Present, p. 5292 

12. For lasting peace..., No. 50/1955 

13. New Germany v. July 24, 1956 

14. Archive of the Present, p. 6106 

15. Archive of the Present from November 4, 1956, p. 6069 

16. Ibid., p. 6068 

17. Ibid., p. 6070. On the counter-revolution in Hungary, see also the four issues of the 
Information Office of the Council of Ministers of the Hungarian People's Republic: The counter- 
revolutionary forces in the October events in Hungary; further: The counter-revolutionary 
conspiracy of Imre Nagy and accomplices. This volume, published by the same office, contains 
a large part of the materials from the trial of Imre Nagy. 


18. Archive of the Present, p. 6069 
19. Ibid. 


20. Hans Adler, Between Cairo and Budapest. The story of a conspiracy. 
Berlin 1957, p. 84f. 
21. Archive of the Present, p. 6071 


Khrushchev and the Cuban Missile Crisis 


In his memoirs (Krushchev remembers, Rowohlt 1971), Chr. boasts that he saved Cuba from 
US intervention. "We will see!" 
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In the chapter “Fidel Castro and the Cuban Missile Crisis” (pp. 492-502) he begins by 
saying that he knew nothing about Castro after his victory over Batista. When, after the 
defeat of the interveners at the Bay of Pigs, Castro declared that Cuba would pursue a 
socialist course, Chr. commented as follows: 


“We struggled to understand why he chose this moment to make this statement... As for 
Castro's personal courage, his attitude was admirable and correct. But from a tactical 
standpoint it made little sense.” 


Shouldn't we expect a different reaction from the leader of the Party of World Revolution 
if socialism now comes to the American continent? Namely one like the one that the Paris 
Commune triggered in Marx and Engels? However, for someone who has set himself the 
goal of making friends with the President of the USA, a Castro could only be an 
unexpected and unwanted disruptive factor. Of course he couldn't express that openly. 
Therefore only: “Tactically not very useful.” But that expresses clearly enough that he felt 


disturbed. 


2. 


“We were sure that the Americans would never come to terms with the existence of 
Castro's Cuba... We were obliged to do everything in our power to ensure Cuba's 


existence as a socialist country and as a practical example for the other countries of Latin 
America to protect." 


You can completely agree with that, it sounds like socialist internationalism. But what 
follows is pure nationalism: “It was clear to me that we (“we”!) could very well lose Cuba 
if we did not take some decisive steps to defend it.” And then: “When | became an official 
"When | was visiting Bulgaria, a certain thought kept pounding into my brain: What 
happens if we lose Cuba?" 


Hardly believable when you think about the fact that this is said by the man who without 
hesitation withdrew the support of the Soviet Union from socialist Albania, which was 
much closer to home, and who even broke with People's China! 


“| knew it would have been a terrible blow to Marxism-Leninism.” This from the mouth of 
the man who, through his “secret speech” at the XX. Party congress plunged the entire 
communist movement into a crisis that ultimately ended with the downfall of the Soviet 
Union and its European sister countries is even more unbelievable! 
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3. 


“We needed to create a tangible and effective deterrent against American interference 
in the Caribbean Sea. But what kind? The logical answer was rockets.” 


No! That wasn't a logical answer, but rather an adventurous one! Or maybe not? 
He said it himself: "| wanted my comrades to accept and support the decision with a 
clear conscience and with full awareness of the consequences that could arise from 
stationing missiles in Cuba - namely war with the United States." 


One can only be surprised that “his comrades” should have given their consent to 
such an adventurous project. But apparently they didn't have that at all. Because 
Khrushchev's repeated assurances that “every step we took was carefully considered 
by the collective,” the editors of his memoirs have added the following footnote: 
“Khrushchev's allusion to the accusations at his overthrow that he was also high- 
handed in the case of Cuba “(p. 499). 


Knowing Khrushchev as we know it, there is no reason to doubt the legitimacy of this 
accusation. Accordingly, the “Cuban Missile Crisis” was one of the numerous 
examples of “subjectivism” and arbitrary actions by Khrushchev, because of which 
he was ultimately deposed by “his comrades”. 


4. 


But what would have been a really “logical”, i.e. politically correct, answer? 

Such an answer would be: B. there was a mutual assistance pact in which the Soviet 
Union undertakes to support it with all of its assets in the event of an attack on Cuba 
Means of providing assistance, or even the establishment of a Soviet military base 
(without missiles) in Cuba, was not an “answer” that could easily be presented to the 
whole world by the US government as a Soviet provocation and thereby provided 

the means for unleashing it a campaign that, instead of protecting Cuba, could 
endanger it to the greatest extent, as was in fact the case. As far as the establishment 
of a Soviet military base in Cuba is concerned, there is a very informative US 
document that Horst Schafer printed in his book: “In the Crosshairs: Cuba” (2nd 


edition, Berlin 2005). 
There you can read on p. 182/83: 
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“Robert Kennedy had already called for consideration on March 22, 1962 - seven 
months before the missile crisis - to consider the question of how the USA could 
respond to the establishment of a Soviet military base. General Edward Lansdale, 
the head of Operation Mongoose and the author of the plan to overthrow Castro in 
October 1962, responded in a May 31 memorandum: "Since the SGA (Special 
Group Augmented) believes that the open use of... U.S. military forces are 
necessary to end communist control of Cuba, Mr. Kennedy's question is particularly 
pertinent. Indeed, if the Soviets exercise their option and establish a military base 
in Cuba, this action may prevent any future decision to intervene with U.S. forces, 
just as the Soviets have refrained from using military force against countries in 
which... US bases were built.” 


5. 


Khrushchev's description of his reflections testifies to an incredible irresponsibility 
and truly criminal adventurism: “During my 

"While visiting Bulgaria, the idea occurred to me to install missiles with nuclear 
warheads in Cuba and to keep their presence there secret from the United States 
until it was too late for them to do anything about it." 


If he himself didn't have the expertise to know that this was a primitive illusion in 
the age of round-the-clock satellite surveillance of the entire globe, didn't any of the 
military tell him that? But do we even have to believe that he actually harbored this 
illusion? But things get even more adventurous and irresponsible! 


“My thoughts went along these lines: If we installed the missiles secretly, and if the 
United States only discovered that missiles were there when they were already 
aimed at their target and ready to be launched, then the Americans would think 
twice before they attempted to destroy our facilities using military means. | knew 
that while the United States could destroy some of our facilities, it could not destroy 
all of them. If a quarter or even a tenth of our rockets were preserved - or 
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if only one or two remained - then we could still hit New York and then there 
wouldn't be much of New York left." 


The question remains: And in what direction did his considerations go in the most 
likely case, namely that the installation of the missiles would be discovered much 
earlier? He doesn't write anything about it, but that is exactly the case that he had 
to expect with certainty and just as certainly expected. What was planned for this 
case is probably exactly what happened after the very early “discovery” of the 
import of the missiles and their installation began - 

a diplomatic exchange of notes, with the US demand for the dismantling of the 
missiles and the control of the dismantling by a “UNO” (i.e. USA) control 
commission, which Khrushtov then agreed to without questioning Castro, while 
Kennedy made the cheap promise not to attack Cuba. 


If Castro had allowed the agreement made behind his back between Khrushchev 
and Kennedy to be carried out, then the United States, in addition to its troops in 
Guantanomo, would have had a commission in the country that would not have 

had a hard time finding a pretext to accuse Castro of any violations of the rules, 
justify the sanctions. But Castro found the smartest way to thwart this two-sided 
intrigue: he agreed to the investigative commission, but only on the condition that 
Cuba in turn sends an investigative commission to the USA, to Miami, to investigate 
the machinations of the Cuban exiles there against Cuba. This settled the question 
of a commission of inquiry in Cuba. 


6. 


Khrushchev boasts most boasifully that he has ensured the survival of socialist 
Cuba. 


“My letter to Castro ended an episode in world history: by bringing the world to the 
brink of nuclear war (!), we won a socialist Cuba... 

The Caribbean Crisis was a triumph of Soviet foreign policy and a personal triumph 
in my own career as a statesman and as a member of the collective leadership.” 


Khrushchev boasts wrongly! The four decades since the Cuban Missile Crisis 
triggered by Khrushchev have clearly proven that in order to ensure Cuba's 
survival, there is no need for Khrushchev-style action leading to the brink of nuclear 
war! The Soviet Union and its European allies have fallen - but the USA is still not 
at war with Cuba 
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began, and Castro's Cuba has withstood all pressure and all attempts at 
strangulation, even from such a war-loving president as Bush Jr.! 


The first and main credit for this goes to the Cuban people and their leadership: 
Fidel Castro and the Communist Party of Cuba! In second place is the global 


solidarity movement for Cuba, and in third place is the growing resistance of more 
and more peoples and states on all continents of the world against the world 


exploiter and world policeman, USA imperialism. 


7. 


Khrushchev, on the other hand, in true revisionist style, praises none other than 
US President Kennedy as the second savior of peace, (who after the Caribbean 
crisis continued to make plans for acts of sabotage and diversion in Cuba and for 
new interventions against Cuba and assassination attempts on Fidel Castro! 
(You can read it in Horst Schafer: In the Crosshairs: Cuba!, p. 183 ff.) As if this 


had not been reported to him by his own secret services, Khrushchev remained 
silent about it. 


Instead, he praises President Kennedy - as effusively as he once did President 
Eisenhower for his alleged love of peace - now President Kennedy: “The episode 
ended with a triumph of common sense. | will always remember the late President 
with deep respect because he ultimately proved to be a level-headed man 
determined to avoid war. He was neither frightened nor careless. He did not 
overestimate America's power, and he kept a way out of the crisis open. He 
showed real wisdom and statesmanship when he turned his back on right-wing 
forces in the United States that were trying to incite him to take military action 
against Cuba.” 


8th. 


One may ask: Wasn't Khrushchev right to praise Kennedy here? Didn't the two 
save the world from the inferno of nuclear war? This is how Khrushchev portrayed 
it, and this is how it is believed and written into the history books to this day. But 
do you have to believe that? | had my doubts about it even back then. | wrote in 
my political diary on October 30, 1962: 


“The Western press and the most reactionary politicians are all united in praising 
Khrushchev as the 'realist' who saved world peace. This 
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This side of the matter raises the question of the extent to which the Cuban Missile 
Crisis was actually a set-up designed to frighten the world by the prospect of 
nuclear war and prepare it to respond to the peacemakers Knees to thank. In this 
respect, the whole story has a lot of parallels to Munich! For the time being, it will 
be very difficult in the SU (in the party leadership) to speak out against Khrushchev 
as long as events have not pronounced their verdict against him." A few pages 
later | suspected, which | only later confirmed through Khrushchev himself, in his 
memoirs found: Khrushchev, | wrote, “apparently raised no objections to the 
construction of Soviet missiles in Cuba; It would definitely fit into his concept if he 
had even been the driving force behind the whole affair.” (Pigeonfoot Chronicle 
Vol. Il, p. 371 f., p. 378). 


9. 


The background against which the Caribbean crisis, like the Berlin crisis, took 
place was the increasing insecurity of Khrushchev's position at the head of the 
party and state and the interest of the Western powers in Khrushchev, the Stalin 
fighter, and Tito. Rehabilitator, the man who had broken with Red China and had 
been working on reconciliation with the USA for years 

operation to stay in power. But how should that happen? By continuing unchanged 
this policy, which had led to the weakening and endangerment of his position? 


No, his method of consolidating his shattered position, which he successfully used 
after the Hungarian counter-revolution, was to position himself as the most zealous 
and “radical champion” of the demands that were most urgent and popular in the 
Soviet Union, in the communist world and in the world peace movement at the 
time. 


These were two demands at the end of the fifties and beginning of the sixties: 


- In Europe: the end of West Berlin's role as a "front city" of the Cold War, as a 
"thorn in the flesh of the German Democratic Republic", as the "cheapest atomic 
bomb in the West" against the world of socialism. 


- In America: Securing Cuba from US intervention. 


10. 
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It was against this background that the Kennedy-Khrushchev “summit meeting” 
took place in Vienna on June 3/4, 1961. Both questions — West Berlin and Cuba — 
may have been the focus of this meeting, as it took place about a month and a 
half after the US-controlled but disgracefully failed intervention attempt by Cuban 
exiles in the Bay of Pigs, and at the height of the crisis over West Berlin, which 
was then triggered by the closing of the GDR's borders to West Berlin was ended 
on August 13, 1961. 


The fact that the question of West Berlin was the subject of the discussion in 
Vienna was made known to the public by the USSR memorandum “On the 
question of concluding a peace treaty with Germany and the settlement of the 
West Berlin problem’. (Pigeonfoot Chronicle, Volume Il, p. 285 ff.) It later became 
known that Kennedy had given the assurance that he would limit himself to verbal 
protests against the border closure. That is, he understood that it was no longer 
possible for Khrushchev to delay the border closure any longer. 


However, nothing was said about whether Cuba was also the subject of the 
discussions. However, the entire course of the “Caribbean crisis” suggests that 
both sides have agreed that whatever happens there in the near future, both 
participants in the conversation would do everything in their power to prevent it 
from becoming a war to allow a collision to occur, no matter how tense and tense 
the situation might become. This would mean that Kennedy also understood that 
Khrushchev could not help but demonstrate determination to protect Cuba from 
external attacks. 


The assumption of such an understanding is supported by Kennedy's refusal 
throughout the Cuban Missile Crisis to comply with his military's demands for 
armed action, even when a US spy plane crashed on the 27th. 

It was shot down over Cuba in October, killing the pilot, and the military urged 
Kennedy to “respond to this with increased Air Force deployments and immediate 
bombardments of the missile positions.” (Schafer, p. 179). 


Khrushchev also mentions this incident in his memoirs, praising Kennedy's 
restraint (p. 499): “We were worried that as soon as we withdrew the Americans 
might go on the offensive. But no, common sense prevailed. Their ships left Cuban 
territorial waters, but their aircraft continued to circle the island. 


Castro gave the order to open fire, and the Cubans shot down an American U-2 
reconnaissance plane. So another American spy, like Gary Powers, was brought 
down by one of our missiles. The incident caused wild shouts. At first we were 
worried whether 
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President Kennedy would also be able to digest the humiliation. Fortunately, 
nothing happened except that the Americans became more brazen in their 
propaganda than ever before.” 


11. 


The two demands mentioned - ending West Berlin's role as a center of disruption 
against the GDR and securing Cuba against enemy interventions - 

Khrushchev took on Khrushchev in a way that quickly led to tension between the 
Soviet Union and the USA, which - as it appeared to the world public and as it 
perceived it - brought both superpowers to the brink of nuclear war. In both cases 
he achieved this by presenting his own side's just demands to the other side in an 
ultimate or provocative form, thereby providing them with justification for responding 
in the same or even more forceful manner. 


In both cases, Khrushchev's “advancements” benefited the other side more than 
his own. If the other side did not fully achieve its goals, then in both cases it was 
not Khrushchev's fault. We have already seen how this went in the “Cuba case”. 


In the case of West Berlin, in a speech on November 10, 1958, he surprisingly 
called on the Western powers to conclude a peace treaty with Germany, which 
would also end Berlin's four-power status and stipulate the withdrawal of all four 
powers from Berlin. West Berlin would be a Free City and control of all entrances 
to West Berlin would be placed by the Soviet Union in the hands of the GDR. He 
gave six months as the deadline for signing such a peace treaty. 

If the Western powers have not agreed to the conclusion of the peace treaty by 
then, the Soviet Union would conclude a separate peace treaty with the GDR and 
hand over control of all access routes to West Berlin. 


That looked like a committed commitment to the GDR. That would have been the 
case if the SU had actually concluded the announced peace treaty with the GDR 
after six months or a little later. But Khrushchev seriously never intended that, as 
his actions in the following years proved: Khrushchev kept finding new reasons to 
postpone the announced measures and announce a new date. Each of these new 
announcements had a very bad effect on the GDR: each time they triggered a new 
wave of exodus from the republic, threateningly damaging the GDR and benefiting 
the other side. This evil game lasted almost two years until... 
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Border closure on August 13, 1961, which finally brought an end to the policy of delay - 
mainly due to pressure from the fraternal parties. 

(For more details: TaubenfuBchronik Volume II, pp. 258-303.) Khrushchev, however, 
portrayed himself as someone who fought tirelessly for the GDR and to secure its 
borders and ultimately achieved this through peaceful means. 


It was no different for Gorbachev at the beginning of his path, who, after years of 
misleading people, only revealed his true intentions towards the end and then even 
openly stated that the goal of his path was not just the abandonment of the GDR, but 
the end of the Soviet Union as a socialist state, was the liquidation of socialism in 
Europe and even in China. 


Source: offensive March-April 2006 


Dieter Itzerott / Kurt Gossweiler: The development 
of the SED 


Introductory remarks 


As communists, we must give a clear answer to the question of the SED's historical 
place in the struggles of the German and international workers' movement. Almost 20 
years after the victory of the counter-revolution and in view of the ongoing massive anti- 
communist criminalization of the history of the GDR, especially the role of the SED, this 
is more important than ever. This answer is of fundamental importance for the future 
struggles for socialism and against barbarism. 


This is the root of the desire of the comrades of the Greek Communist Party for us. (1) 


For us and countless other comrades, this answer also has a very personal aspect. The 
SED was the party in and through which we achieved revolutionary consciousness and 
acquired a scientific worldview. In it we have become politically mature. The qualities 
essential for a communist were formed in their ranks: class position, firmness of 
principles and revolutionary discipline. However, this subjective experience does not 
stand in the way of an objective judgment, but rather forms a dialectical connection with 
it. 


190 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Dieter Itzerott wrote in “RotFuchs’”, April 2001, in connection with the 55th. 

On the anniversary of the unification party conference of the KPD and SPD in 
1946, the thesis was formulated under the heading “Why we are proud of the 
SED”: “The SED was the most successful party in the German workers’ movement. 
This sparked numerous different, but mostly positive, discussions. Be 

The primary concern was to confidently counter the massive slander, discrimination 
and criminalization of the SED. He wrote that “we must not leave the history of our 
party to the ‘fangs of the anti-communist hyenas’ and the ‘shame demagoguery’ 

of left-wing petty bourgeois.” There were concerns about this theory from among 
the fellow campaigners. Given the serious defeat inflicted on us, it was 
“unreasonable 

Choice of words” the speech. Dieter Itzerott said: “I make no claim to a final or 

sole assessment of the role of the SED in history, but | also see no reason that 
could lead me to hide our light under a bushel in a self-accusatory manner.” 


There have been more than one defeat in the history of the communist movement, 
and it would be good to remember how Marx, Engels and Lenin dealt with them. 


A final, complex, consistently Marxist-Leninist analysis of the causes of our defeat 
is not yet available. The most well-founded so far are Kurt Gossweiler's book “The 
TaubenfuB Chronicle or The Chrustchowiade” and the “Analysis of Defeat” 
presented by “offen-siv”. They correctly analyze the events as a complex process 
of all states of the socialist community. The book “The Gift” by Eberhard Czichon/ 
Heinz Marohn also largely meets this requirement and contains a wealth of 
detailed facts. 


Taking this complexity into account, our work should deal with the GDR and its 
leading party, the SED. Although Dieter Itzerott's evaluative thesis correctly 
outlines the historical position of the SED, a scientific analysis of course also 
requires naming errors, deficits, omissions and imperfections. You shouldn't shy 
away from unpleasant truths either. We will talk about this in more detail later. But 
that has nothing in common with retreating from the enemy's agitation, lack of 
principles and petty-bourgeois moralizing. 


Two statements will have particular weight in our judgments and evaluations. On 
the one hand, Lenin's statement: "One must not forget that one can perish in 
circumstances where the difficulties are great, but the downfall is not in the least, 
not in the least inevitable." (Lenin Works, Vol. 33, p. 194) And the statement that 
the Italian Marxist 
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The Leninist Gramsci met by referring to Hegel and formulating, in essence, “that a party 
can make mistakes, can be subject to errors” and called this “an expression of contradictions 


and problems that have arisen that have not yet been recognized or are inadequately 
recognized.” 


Scientific historical materialism is the basis of our work. It is a declaration of war against 
historical revisionism and all varieties of revisionism! 


What political achievements can the SED point to, what is worth preserving and therefore 
has the right to be available as a valid lesson for the further fight for a socialist society in the 
future? 


The history of the SED The historical 


political basis for the work of the KPD/SED after the victory over Hitler's fascism were the 
decisions of the Communist International, especially its VII World Congress in 1935 and the 
Brussels Conference of the KPD. Their main findings were to bring working class unity and 
create a broad movement to overthrow fascism. This was only possible if the next goal and 
slogan was not socialism and the dictatorship of the proletariat, but rather the popular front 
for an anti-fascist-democratic Germany. The most important stages on this new course were 


- the Bern Conference of the KPD (January-February 1939); 


- the call for and the founding of the “National Committee for Free Germany” 
(NKFD) in July 1943; 


- the Yalta conference of the three main powers of the anti-Hitler coalition; (Decision on the 
occupation zones in Germany and the Allied Commission in Berlin). 


The historical reality for this course was created by the victory of the anti-Hitler coalition over 
Hitler's Germany on 8/9. May 1945. 


This marked the foundations for future developments in Germany - after the victory, division 

of Germany into four occupation zones and Berlin into four sectors; on June 5, 1945, the 
Allied Control Council was formed in Berlin; on June 9, 1945, the Soviet Military Administration 
(SMAD) was formed. in the Soviet-occupied zone. On June 10, 1945, the SMAD, through 
Order No. 2, permitted the activity of anti-fascist democratic parties and independents 
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Trade unions and the founding of an anti-fascist democratic youth organization. The 
KPD's call of June 11, 1945 was a fundamental Marxist-Leninist document that fully 
corresponded to the line of the World Congress and was an excellent application to 
the concrete-historical situation in Germany. It was a deeply creative document. The 
slanderous insinuation that a formal transfer of Soviet conditions took place has no 
basis. An anti-fascist-democratic reconstruction was declared the goal. The main 
thrust of the political struggle was directed against fascism, militarism and their 
sponsors. From the very beginning it was not just about the Soviet-occupied zone, but 
about the whole of Germany! The desire among communists and social democrats for 
the unity of the working class, which had matured in the anti-fascist struggle, was 
strong not only in the Soviet-occupied east, but also in the west. The KPD's call was a 
viable political platform for the unity of action of the KPD and SPD and all anti-fascist 
forces. What was new was that the proletarian class line emerged strongly in the SPD. 
Even if the factor of the German people's self-liberation from fascism was missing, 
social, revolutionary change was an objective necessity. The consistent realization of 
the goals and principles of the anti-Hitler coalition in the form of the Potsdam resolutions 
was synonymous with unprecedented opportunities for communists and socialists to 


organize themselves, develop their forces and have a decisive influence on all 
processes of social life. 


The occupying powers of the imperialist states did not fulfill their obligations under 
international law or only fulfilled them in a distorted manner. Their goals were to protect 
their imperialist system, to give the German reactionary forces a breathing space to 
gather and regroup their forces, and to bring old power elites into position. The anti- 
fascist forces, on the other hand, were banned from any public activity for a long time. 


What were the particular difficulties of the KPD's struggle from the beginning? 


The liberation of Germany had to come from outside because the majority of Germans 
followed the fascists to the end and were filled with fascist ideology, especially anti- 
communism and fear of and hatred of the Soviet Union. 


The German people did not liberate themselves from fascism, but had to be liberated 
from the “enemy powers”. 
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This made liberating people's minds from fascist ideology, racism, nationalism, anti- 
communism and hostility to the Soviet Union much more difficult than in all other 
liberated countries (perhaps except Poland). 


Furthermore: Two thirds of the country was occupied by the imperialist victorious 
powers. These parts contained the most economically, particularly industrially 
developed areas, not only of Germany but of Europe. However, industry and 
agriculture in the Soviet-occupied zone (SBZ), i.e. the later GDR, were closely 
intertwined with them and therefore dependent on them to a completely different 
extent than the western zones were dependent on the SBZ. The dependence of the 
economy of the SBZ on deliveries from the western zones was also particularly great 
because the largest part of the - few - natural raw materials that Germany had, 
especially hard coal, were located in the western zones of Germany. 


And further: The Soviet Union quite rightly demanded compensation through work 
and reparations, especially in the form of deliveries of goods. Since the Western 
powers did not deliver reparations to the SU from their zones, the SBZ and later the 
GDR had to bear the reparation burden alone. This of course had a negative impact 
on the population's standard of living. 


The USA, which had won the war on all sides, offered financial support, the Marshall 
Plan, for all zones, but tied to conditions that also made developments in the Soviet 
Zone practically subject to the instructions and control of the US government via its 
high commissioner would have been subordinate to the Allied Control Commission. 
This would have given the USA the opportunity to break the provisions of the Potsdam 
Agreement, which they implemented in order to enable the reemergence of German 
imperialism and militarism as the spearhead of the already prepared cold war and a 
hot war against the Soviet Union that was also planned to bring in SBZ. The adoption 
of the Marshall Plan for the SBZ was therefore rejected by the Soviet government in 
the interests of the population of both the SBZ and the population of Germany as a 
whole, but this was used quite effectively by the Western powers to create anti-Soviet 
sentiment with the argument: “The USA is helping the German people, the Soviets 
are taking every last thing from them.” 


The existence of West Berlin as the center of all hostile forces was particularly difficult 
for independent progressive development in the Soviet Zone and the later GDR 
Attacks by the imperialist Western powers and the resurgent German one 

Imperialism against the SBZ/GDR and the Soviet Union in the middle of the SBZ area 
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and the later GDR, from and to which the borders could be crossed uncontrollably 
in both directions until 1961. 


Finally: The division of the country and the nation made restoring the unity of the 
country and the nation the number one task in the minds of the population 
throughout Germany. 


For the SBZ, this meant that it could not take the measures necessary in the 
interest of creating a consistent anti-fascist democratic order in step with the 
people's democratic countries, but had to always remember not to take any 
measures that would make unification more difficult or even impossible . The 
German nation still existed, of which the population of the Soviet Zone/GDR was 
a part and whose reunification in a unified, anti-fascist-democratic Germany was 
and must be the express goal of the progressive forces, the communists. 


On the other hand, the SBZ/GDR belonged to the community of countries that had 
embarked on the path of people's democratic development after their liberation by 
the Soviet Union and - to varying degrees - through their own fight against the 
fascist occupiers. 


The feeling and awareness of belonging to these countries and peoples, normal 
and self-evident for communist and socialist internationalists, had to be conveyed 
to the majority of the population, which had been incited in a nationalistic and 
chauvinistic manner for 12 years, almost half of which in the war against these 
very peoples. first brought close and, with great patience, made clear again and 
again as the normal attitude that lies in the original interest of the German people. 


The conditions for the formation of the subjective factor of this social process were 
very complicated. 12 years of fascism had also left deep marks on the working 
class. The best forces had fallen victim to terror. Many uprooted members of other 
classes, former members of the fascist power apparatus and bearers of petty- 
bourgeois and bourgeois ideology joined the working class. The fascist 
demagoguery lasted longer than was recognized. In addition, the right-wing 
opportunist forces of the SPD in the western zones worked to steer the newly 
formed SPD in an anti-communist direction, following the imperialist occupying 
powers. 


Despite these negative phenomena, the process of forming the anti-fascist- 
democratic unity forces made progress. It was created on July 14, 1945 
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Source of the multi-party system the “Democratic Bloc”. On December 21, 1945, the 
KPD and SPD held a joint conference to prepare the merger ideologically and 
organizationally. Even before the parties were unified, an anti-fascist-democratic youth 
organization, the “Free German Youth” (FDJ), was founded on March 7, 1946, made 
possible by the support of the Soviet occupation organs (orders of the SMAD), and 
the founding of the “ Free German Trade Union Confederation (FDGB). 


In 1945, the will for unity, which emerged from the bitter experiences of the anti-fascist 
struggle, was very pronounced and prevailed fundamentally. In connection with the 
push for anti-fascist and anti-capitalist changes, the internationally binding decisions of 
the Potsdam Conference formed the political basis of the unification process. There is 
a convincing answer to the talk of unification opponents about “forced unification”: the 
only “coercion” that was exercised in this historical process was the “coercion of the 
lessons of history” (Werner Bruschke, Social Democrat, State of Saxony-Anhalt, with 
B. Koenen, communist, initiator of the unification in this regional association.) 


On April 21st and 22nd, 1946, the joint party conference of the KPD and SPD took 
place in Berlin. The formation and development of the unified party was a process that 
was carried out in a deeply democratic manner, but was not without conflicts and 
errors. Quite a few errors were linked to revolutionary overzealousness and subjective 
incompetence. Deep-rooted opportunism on the one hand and tendencies of 
sectarianism on the other had to be overcome. There were ties to tradition, emotions 
and rivalries. 

In addition, there was an enormous lack of Marxist-educated cadres, of whom the 
Most of them had fallen victim to fascist terror. Exaggerations and resorting to incorrect 
methods were common. But all of this was of a rather marginal nature and cannot be 
used as a benchmark for the historical assessment of the events. These internal 
aspects of events coincided with changes of fundamental character in external 
conditions. 


At the turn of the year 1945/46, the immediate post-war phase came to an end. At the 

end of December 1945, US President Truman declared “that the USA had been given 

responsibility for world leadership.” And on March 5th 

In 1946, English Prime Minister Winston Churchill gave his infamous speech in Fulton, 
USA, which went down in history as the beginning of the “Cold War”. 


The first tasks of the SED 
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It soon became apparent that careful attention to the dialectic of internal and 
external development conditions became increasingly important. The newly founded 
party responded with resolutions to increase education and training work 
(Introduction of educational evenings, implementation of weekend courses, creation 
of district and state schools; April 1946 founding of the party's own “Dietz Publishing 
House” for the publication and distribution of Marxist-Leninist literature). 


The Second Party Congress (September 20-24, 1947) stated that the party had 
reached 1.8 million members. The party congress made a real assessment that the 
activity and awareness of party members were not keeping pace with the numerical 
growth and new demands. He called for intensifying training work and pushed for 
the formation of SED company groups. The party became more closely linked to 
the working class. 


The revolutionary changes after 1945 went beyond the phase of anti-fascist- 
democratic development. The Potsdam resolutions created the basis for this. Tasks 
were tackled that already had a people's democratic, socialist character in their 
essence. On June 30, 1946, there was a referendum in the state of Saxony in which 
77.6% voted to expropriate the businesses of active Nazis and war criminals without 
compensation. This was a barometer of the consciousness of the working class. 

On the basis of the referendum, the businesses of Nazi and war criminals were 
expropriated by law in all countries in the Soviet occupation zone and made public 
property. 


With the 6,000 companies that became public property through the expropriation of 
war criminals, imperialism's economic power base was eliminated in the Soviet- 
occupied zone. The party, supported by this new foundation and the growing 
consciousness of the working class, moved to the first steps of economic planning. 
On June 30, 1948, the SED party executive committee approved the draft for the 
first two-year plan. With planning in the economy, the need and possibility for an 
economic boom arose. But in 1948 the industry had only reached a level of at most 
60% of that in 1936. The egalitarianism in the evaluation of work results was one of 
the causes. Remuneration based on actual work performance had to be enforced. 
The party's call was followed by a communist, the miner Adolf Hennecke, who on 
August 13, 1948 mined 24.4 tons of coal in one shift instead of 6.3 tons. That was 
387% compared to the applicable standards. The path was shown, the breakthrough 
achieved. 


This example was initially not found among a large number of workers 
Agreement, but with the movement for voluntary performance improvement was the 
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The foundation stone was laid for competition as a new move in the labor 
movement. It took a few more years (see June 17, 1953) - also because the party 
initially failed to do the necessary persuasion and initially tried to implement this 
new movement through administrative means. After correcting these errors, this 
example eventually became the most important mass movement of the working 
class to improve performance. 


On the basis of clarifying discussions between the KPD and SPD, the broad 
demands of agricultural workers and working farmers were met and the large 
land holdings of the militaristic Junkers and active Nazis were distributed in the 
form of a land reform, a state land fund was created and land and inventory were 
distributed to land-poor farmers, agricultural workers and others transferred to 
resettlers. This land reform became a victorious revolutionary mass action 
unprecedented in German history. It was carried out by democratically elected 
land reform commissions, which had over 50,000 members. Over 200,000 
agricultural workers received land and inventory for new farms. Around 125,000 


land-poor farmers and small tenants expanded by taking over 

New territory for their economies. About a third of the land fund remained in the 
hands of state and municipal bodies. These revolutionary changes have brought 
about new class and power relations. 


It was this fact above all that provoked the furious reaction of the imperialist 
forces and the right-wing social democrats supported by the imperialist occupying 
powers. 


Despite the revolutionary changes that had taken place, the economic possibilities 
for a restoration of capitalism were still great. In addition, it had to be recognized 
that completely overcoming the ideological aftereffects of fascism required a 
longer period of time, which had an impact on the ideological maturity of the 
subjective factor. The accelerated development of the SED on the basis of 
Marxism-Leninism proved to be an urgent need. 

The political-ideological clarification process therefore had to be continued in a 
targeted manner and at a higher level. In 1948 the situation was such that, under 
the influence of the class struggle, the social contradictions of the transition period 
became starkly apparent and the Cold War also intensified. The alternative was: 
consistent continuation of the revolutionary change in the direction of measures 

of a people's democratic character with a socialist orientation - or their 
abandonment and the restoration of capitalism. 


The founding of the GDR 
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After the ruling circles in the western zones, in coordination with the imperialist 
occupying powers, took the path of splitting the nation and created the separate 


state of the Federal Republic of Germany, a decision with a historic character was 
made. 


The founding of the GDR was a necessary response to the creation of the West 
German separate state and received the full support of the Soviet Union. 

It is worth remembering the appreciation of the historical significance of the 
founding of the GDR through Stalin's telegram, which said: “The founding of the 
German Democratic Peace-loving Republic is a turning point in the history of 
Europe. There is no doubt that the existence of a peace-loving democratic 
Germany alongside the existence of the peace-loving Soviet Union excludes the 
possibility of new wars in Europe, puts an end to the bloodshed in Europe and 
makes the enslavement of European countries by the world imperialists 
impossible... If you lay the foundation like this for a unified, democratic and peace- 
loving Germany, at the same time you are accomplishing a great work for the 
whole of Europe by guaranteeing it a solid peace..." 


The founding of the GDR as a bold, immediate reaction to the situation that had 
arisen can rightly be viewed as a historic achievement by the SED together with 
its allies. To this day it is seen as “the greatest achievement of the German 
workers’ movement”. A state of workers and farmers emerged on German soil, 
free from the influence of reactionary forces. The door to new perspectives has 
been opened. 


After the founding of the GDR, a new situation developed in the question of power. 
Qualitative demands now arose on the working class and the SED and on their 
claim to hegemony in mastering the complicated new processes. 

The party had to be set up politically and organizationally in such a way that it was 
able to lead all areas of society as a whole and consistently drive forward the 
revolutionary changes. Its formation into a “new type party” as a consequence of 
the application of the Marxist-Leninist revolutionary theory became the current 
task. Ultimately it was about the foundation for the development that made 
socialism a perspective. This could not be accomplished without internal party 
disputes. The fact that some former SPD members who did not want to accept this 
course or colluded against it were expelled from the party at that time corresponded 
to the logic of the class struggle. The SED showed itself to be able to cope with 
the new situation. It developed a closed, Marxist-Leninist concept that also 
corresponded to its obligations to the international workers' movement. It mobilized 
all forces to fend off counter-revolutionary advances. Particularly important 
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was the help for the forces loyal to the alliance in the bloc parties (more on this below) 
in pushing back the pro-imperialist wing - the most difficult test in bloc relations to date. 


Steps towards the development of the SED on a Marxist-Leninist basis 
Foundation and transition to building socialism 


- 1st party conference, January 1949: abolition of the equal representation of all party 
functions decided by the unification party conference; Introduction of a candidate 
period upon acceptance into the party; Formation of a Politburo. 


- Ill. Party conference, 20-24. July 1950: Systematic Marxist-Leninist training with the 
first uniform party training year from 1950/51; Verification of party members. (2) 


To train qualified cadres for theoretical and practical political-ideological work, the 
“Institute for Social Sciences” was created in December 1951 and numerous works 
by Marx, Engels and Lenin were published. 


After the founding of the GDR, the party - unlike in the people's democratic neighboring 
countries - was not able to set the task of starting to build socialism. There, in Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Romania and Bulgaria, the move was from anti-fascist democratic to 
socialist 

Order was done in 1948/49. This was not yet possible in the GDR because - as was 
also expressed in the Stalin Telegram - the primary strategic goal was still the creation 
of a unified, democratic Germany. 


But sooner or later a clear decision had to be made in the GDR about its further 
development path, and if it was not possible to achieve the goal of a unified democratic 
Germany in the foreseeable future, this could only be the same decision as in the 

-, GDR due to its class character fraternally friendly eastern neighbors. Since 1950, 
the GDR had been a member of the Council for Mutual Economic Aid (RGW), founded 
in 1949. 


For their part, the Western powers did everything they could to deepen the division in 
Germany, to remilitarize West Germany and to make it a spearhead for aggression 
towards the East. As early as December 1950, the participants at the NATO Council 
meeting in Brussels announced their “complete agreement on the role that Germany 
(i.e. the Federal Republic of Germany) could take on in NATO”. And in September 1951 
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The USA, England and France agreed at a conference in Washington on the 
conditions for the remilitarization of West Germany and its integration into NATO. 


In order to counteract this and to support the protest of significant parts of the 
West German population against the remilitarization course and their demands for 
a peaceful unification of Germany, the government of the GDR called on the four 
major powers - the three Western powers and the USSR - to do so in a note in 


February 1952 to accelerate the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany. 


The Soviet Union was the only one of the “Big Four” to give a positive response. 
What's more: On March 10, 1952, she sent a note to the Western powers with a 
draft peace treaty. This was the famous Stalin note about which 

Objectives and underlying intentions Stalin's articles and books have already been 
written and are still being written, filling entire libraries, with even the most 
nonsensical and absurd theses being put forward (see: Kurt Gossweiler, Benjamin 
Baumgarten and the "Stalin Note", in Disputable Materialism, No . 22, May 1998, 
pp. 61-74; can also be found on the Internet at http://kurt-gossweiler.de/?p=792). 


In this note, the Soviet Union proposed concluding a peace treaty with Germany 
and at the same time presented a draft of such a treaty: Germany should be 
restored as a unified state within the borders set by the Potsdam Agreement, be 
allowed to have its own armed forces necessary for defense and undertake not to 
have any To enter into coalitions or military alliances directed against any state in 
the anti-Hitler coalition. 


In the West, people wondered whether this proposal was serious, and the 
prevailing answer to this day was and is a yes; Stalin - so the reasoning behind 
this - viewed the GDR only as a trading object, as a bargaining chip that was to be 
exchanged for corresponding concessions from the West to the Soviet Union. A 
Federal Republican author, Wilfried Loth, summed up this view with the title of his 
book published by Rowohlt in Berlin in 1994: “Stalin's unloved child. “Why Moscow 


didn’t want the GDR.” 


Loth and everyone who shares his view - and this includes former historians from 
SED institutes since the reunification, such as Wilfriede Otto, who worked at the 
Marx-Engels Institute until the end of the GDR - consequently construct an 


unbridgeable contradiction between the goals Stalin and Walter Ulbricht regarding 
the future of the GDR. 
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In reality, there was no disagreement between Stalin and Walter Ulbricht about the 


future of the GDR as a member of the community of European socialist states. The 
only answer was the question of the pace of development towards this goal. (3) 


Finally, one can say about the Stalin note and its significance for the GDR: It was 
clear to both sides, the USSR and the GDR leadership, that - unless there would be 
a unified, democratic and neutral Germany in the foreseeable future - only there 
could be a decision for socialism in the GDR. 


In this situation, the Stalin note had a threefold meaning: 


Firstly, as an initial spark for the unification of all efforts in East and West into a 


large, powerful people's movement to enforce the unity of Germany as a democratic 
and neutral peacetime state. 


Secondly, as a test of whether there was a real chance of achieving German unity 
on such a basis in the foreseeable future. 


Thirdly, as a touchstone that forced the Western powers and the Adenauer 
government to show their colors and reveal to the whole world that they wanted to 
maintain the division - in accordance with Adenauer's motto: “Better to have half of 
Germany whole than half of Germany. “ 


The Stalin note made it clear that the responsibility for the consequences of the 
continued division - namely the further development of the two states and a decision 
by the GDR to follow the socialist path - rested entirely alone 


lies with them, the Western powers and the Federal Republic of Germany government. 


The rejection of the Soviet proposal and the accelerated integration of Germany into 
the Western aggressive alliance system now put the transition to building socialism 
in the GDR on the agenda. 


The Second Party Conference (July 9-12, 1952) 


Of course, the next steps were discussed and agreed upon with the Soviet leadership. 


On April 1st and 7th, 1952, a delegation of the SED leadership - Wilhelm Pieck, 
Walter Ulbricht and Otto Grotewohl - discussed the next urgent steps in the GDR 
with the Soviet leadership - Stalin, Bulganin, Malenkov, Molotov. Two topics were in 
the foreground: 
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On the one hand, the creation of its own armed forces in the GDR - which became 

absolutely necessary in view of the rearmament in the Federal Republic and its impending future 
Inclusion in NATO, and on the other hand the transition to building the socialist order in 

the GDR too. Regarding Stalin's statements 


on the first question in the meeting on April 1st, Wilhelm Pieck noted: “Create a people's 
army - without shouting. The pacifist period is over." And on April 7, W. Pieck noted 
Stalin's statements on this topic: The West has "so far rejected all proposals... demarcation 
line, dangerous border... Armament must be created... Not militia, but trained army. 
Everything without shouting, but persistently." And on the second main question, the 
transition to the construction of socialism, Stalin said, 


according to Pieck's notes: "Create productive cooperatives in the villages in order to 
encircle large farmers... Create examples... Force no one. Don’t shout collective farms — 
socialism. In the beginning there is action - the path to socialism - 


State production is socialist production.” (Gossweiler, Benjamin Baumgarten, p.73.) 


Stalin said to the SED leadership: You don't even need to talk about socialism - you 
already have it in industry, because under your conditions state production is already 
socialist production. All you need to do is allow productive cooperatives in the countryside, 
then you will also have socialist agriculture. You don't need to talk at all about the fact 

that you are transitioning to socialism. 


This clearly refutes the legends from bourgeois anti-communist and turncoat anti- 
communist sources that Ulbricht proclaimed the construction of socialism in the GDR 
against Stalin's will. 


The Second Party Conference was convened by the SED Central Committee on July 9th to 12th, 1952. 
When the party conference began, with a few exceptions, none of the more than 1,500 
Delegates and almost 500 guest delegates and 2,500 guests had an idea of what a huge 
historical decision would make this conference, which was not even a party conference, 
but “just” a party conference, the most unforgettable SED party conference after the 
unification party conference. 


That's what this conference became, when Walter Ulbricht came to the conclusion in his 
speech on the current situation and the new tasks of the SED: "The democratic and 
economic development as well as the consciousness of the working class and the majority 
of working people are now so far developed that the Building socialism has become the 
fundamental task... In accordance with the proposals from the working class, from the 
ranks 
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of the working farmers and other circles of the working people, the Central 
Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany has decided to join the II. 
Party conference to propose that socialism be built up according to plan in the 
German Democratic Republic.” 


After these findings, which came as a surprise to almost everyone, an overwhelming 
storm of enthusiasm broke out among all participants. Otto Buchwitz, who, as 

leader of the Social Democrats in Saxony, had brought about the unification of 

both parties in this country with Hermann Matern, the then leader of the KPD in 
Saxony, in 1946, wrote about it in his memoirs: “An enormous cheer broke out in 

the wide spaces of the Werner- Soulbinder Hall at the announcement of this proposal. 
Those delegates who had already fought for the historic goal of the revolutionary 
working class in the Weimar Republic or even earlier, in imperial Germany, were 
visibly moved.” 


This was particularly true for himself. His speech left a deep, indelible impression 
on all participants when he said: “We have always wanted it! We've been longing 
for it! We carried it within us like a sacred treasure! We fought! We suffered and 
made sacrifices that only one individual can make for this great, most beautiful 
and most wonderful idea... | experienced many turning points. Again and again we 
had to bitterly realize that the reaction knew how to put its stamp on such turning 
points. | believe that this turning point in time that we are at... we are putting the 
stamp of our will on it!” 


However, the decision to build socialism in the GDR did not mean giving up the 
fight for German unity. 


Rather, it was understood as the first step towards the creation of a democratic, 
progressive and socialist Germany as a whole. This was also expressed in the 
socialist constitution of the GDR of April 6, 1968, which replaced the first 
constitution of October 7, 1949, in paragraph 2 of Article 8 with the words: “The 
German Democratic Republic and its citizens strive ... the overcoming of the 
division of Germany imposed by imperialism on the German nation, the gradual 
rapprochement of the two German states until their unification on the basis of 
democracy and socialism. 


The decisions of the Second Party Conference were the most radical and long- 
overdue revolutionary change that Germany had experienced up to that point. 
Under the leadership of Walter Ulbricht, the SED waged a determined and flexible 
fight to defend the SED's Marxist-Leninist line. 
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The counterattacks of the enemies in the imperialist camp and in their own camp 
were not long in coming. 


In the summer of 1952, US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles announced 

Transition of the USA from the policy of “restriction” or “containment” to the policy 
of “liberation” and “roll-back” towards socialism. The new US President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower made this openly counter-revolutionary policy, which meant a further 
intensification of the Cold War, the official policy of the US government when he 
took office in early 1953. 


The counter-revolution raises its head - June 17, 1953 The year 


1953 was a time of explosive developments of high historical intensity. 


A momentous event - as it soon became apparent - was the death of Joseph 
Vissarionovich Stalin on March 5, 1953. It caused great shock among all 
communists worldwide and great sadness and concern among all friends of the 
Soviet Union. 


The reactionary enemies of the Soviet Union, on the other hand, had new hopes. 
The leaders of the imperialist powers, from Eisenhower to Churchill to Adenauer, 
hoped that future conditions would be more favorable for success in the struggle 

to restore the capitalist order in the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries. 
Their next goal was, as it turned out a few months later, in June. targeted the GDR. 


The events on June 16 and 17, 1953 in the GDR can be assumed to be largely 
known: the dissatisfaction in broad circles of the population with some government 
measures, especially among the workers with an ordered increase in work 
standards by 10%, was externally expressed and internal opposing forces were 
exploited to trigger strikes and unrest in Berlin and other cities, especially in large 
companies in the GDR. 
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The fact that the organizers of the demonstrations on June 16th and 17th were not “workers 
outraged by the increase in the standard”, but rather conscious provocateurs, was already 
evident on June 16th when it took place at midday on the same day The GDR government's 
announcement of the reversal of the increase in standards was answered on June 16th with 
calls for a general strike and resignation of the government and on June 17th with the 
unleashing of violent actions - from arson to armed attacks on the police and state institutions. 


All of this was put to an end at midday on June 17th when the Soviet military administration 
declared a state of emergency and deployed Soviet armored units. 


The events of these two days came as unexpected and surprising for the vast majority of 
the population as well as for the government and the party leadership. 


With great dismay, all citizens loyal to their state and, of course, all members of the SED 
asked themselves how it could happen that such a setback could occur so soon after the 
great optimism in the country about the announcement of the transition to the construction 
of socialism could. 


To be more precise: How could the enemy succeed in inciting parts of the GDR workers 
against the GDR, the state of the working class? Bertolt Brecht characterized the events 
with the words: “Immaturity of the class, mistakes of the party and the rebellion of the brown 
yesterday.” 


Heinz KeBler, already a member of the Central Committee at that time, states in his book 
“On the Matter and on the Person” (p. 196 f.): “There were misjudgments ... with regard to 
the situation in our own country. There was the ever-present tendency to overestimate the 
development of mass consciousness among the population... underestimated the man 
longevity of many old ideas and behavioral norms." Heinz Kessler cites another bad attitude: 
"We stuck to an old, simplified and one-layered one for too long idea of the working class.” 


You have to know that the core of the industry in the early years of the GDR was the 
chemical industry. The example of the Buna chemical works shows the typical problems: 
the plant was built during the time of fascism and belonged to IG Farben. Production began 
in 1937 - and all management cadres were members of the NSDAP, the workforce was 
politically “hand-picked”. During the war there were 6,000 foreign workers there. In 1945, 
the Buna works became Soviet property based on the decisions of the Potsdam Conference 
on reparations. The Soviet interest in a rapid resumption of production 
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and their smooth functioning resulted in the old managers being retained on a large scale. 
The lost foreign workers were replaced by several thousand resettlers from the former eastern 
regions of the German Reich and an extremely high number of workers as part of the “social 
integration” program: 2,500 former Nazis, Wehrmacht and SS officers, lawyers, teachers, etc. 
contributed now all “work clothes”. Here one could no longer speak of the classic proletariat 
as we knew it from the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s - and the party did not have an 
easy time with these new “proletarians”. 


Nevertheless, not enough attention has been paid to this changing social and political 
structure after the upheaval of 1945. But it was precisely this that became noticeable during 
the events in industrial centers. The party's initial assessment of June 17 as a fascist coup 
attempt was based on its experience of the course of events and the composition of the 


leading forces. On June 17, 1953, a self-proclaimed “strike committee” took the lead at the 
Buna works in Schkopau. Its composition was interesting: 


- Kurt S., working as a locksmith, electrical workshop, 34 years old, former officer in the 
fascist navy; 


- Fritz W., working as a messenger, Giterhalle, 45 years old, former member of the NSDAP, 
senior employee at Buna factory security until April 1945; 


- Werner D., working as a locksmith, carbide workshop, 30 years old, former member of the 
NSDAP; 


- Rudolf S., working as a car mechanic, 28 years old, former member of an SS standard; 


- Franz S., working as a foreman, technical center, 40 years old, from May 1945 to 1946 (until 
the KPD and SPD merged to form the SED) head of the SPD group in the Buna factory. 


This self-proclaimed “strike committee” was never commissioned by the workforce and was 
arrested after a few hours by an officer and five soldiers of the Soviet Army. 


On July 15, 1953, there were again counter-revolutionary strike actions at the Buna chemical 


works. When the carbide plant was shut down, all production at the plant came to a brief 
standstill. But here too the actions collapsed quickly. 


The anti-communist-imperialist forces presented the events of June 17, 1953 as a “workers’ 
uprising” and gave them the aura of a “national 
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Holiday”. But this was not a “workers’ uprising.” Overall, no more than 5% of 
working people took part in the actions. Work continued normally in numerous 
cities and districts. The workers in the primary industries in particular had shown 


a high level of political consciousness by rejecting the counter-revolutionary 
provocation. 


So much for the objective internal problems that paved the way for the party's 
clumsy approach to the question of raising standards to be so easily exploited by 
the opponent. 


But what circumstances and actions must be mentioned overall when the question 
is asked about the causes of June 17, 1953? 


What is consistently asserted by West German “GDR specialists” is in no way 
true, namely that June 17th was the inevitable consequence of the decision of the 
Second Party Conference to build socialism in the GDR. This melody belongs to 
the songbook of the “delegitimizers” of the GDR and socialism; However, after 
1989 it was quickly sung by turncoat ex-GDR historians. 


The real factors are internal (see above) and external, but these cannot be neatly 
separated because they are constantly connected. 


When it comes to external factors, the Federal Republic and its policy of the 
imperialist forces ruling there, aimed at “regaining” the “Eastern Zone,” took first 
place - in alliance with the USA and the other NATO powers. Their embargo policy 
and the effects of their claim to exclusive representation, the “Hallstein Doctrine” 
(until 1973, the Federal Republic of Germany broke off relations with every state 
that recognized the GDR diplomatically) were aimed at isolating the GDR 
economically and politically to ruin them economically. 


But no matter how great the superiority of their opponents was and how stressful 
this economic warfare was for the GDR - none of this could endanger the existence 
of the GDR as long as the NATO alliance was led by the alliance of the Warsaw 
Pact states with the Soviet Union at the top united and united to protect the GDR 
and all other socialist countries. 


But that changed in an unforeseeable way when - based on the... 

Soviet Union - a change of power and course in the European socialist camp 
States took place, as a result of which the GDR was no longer exposed to enemy 
attacks not only from the West, but also from the East, although the 
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were not initially recognized as enemy attacks because they were presented as criticism 
of the Soviet Union, which was concerned about the GDR. 


The fact that this happened in Gorbachev's time is hardly disputed today. 
But the fact that the external factors that led to June 17th in the GDR in 1953 included 


not only the Federal Republic of Germany but also measures taken by the new Soviet 
leadership is almost unknown and must therefore be reported in more detail here. 


In the second half of 1952, the GDR ran into economic difficulties, which arose primarily 
from the fact that the GDR had to start building up armed defense forces and equipping 
them because of the forced rearmament of the Federal Republic and its imminent 
inclusion in the aggressive NATO alliance system had to start more quickly than 
previously planned. 


Since neither materials, workers nor financial resources were available for these 
additional tasks, considerable cuts had to be made in other items of the economic plan, 
which also led to significant burdens on the GDR citizens and, of course, to 
dissatisfaction among the population. In January 1953, the SED Central Committee 
therefore wrote a letter to the government of the USSR, in which the difficulties and 
problems of implementing the plan were described in detail and the leadership of the 
USSR was asked to check whether there was any help in solving the difficult problems 
be possible. 


The Soviet Control Commission (SKK) then recommended strict austerity measures in 
several memoranda, including in the social area at the expense of the population. The 
most rigorous recommendations (e.g. abolition of fare reductions for the disabled and 
severely disabled and exclusion of self-employed people from ticket provision) were 
made in April 1953. 


A measure that met with great incomprehension and growing resistance among the 
workers and which the enemy propaganda primarily pounced on and thus had the 
greatest effect was a measure taken on the 13th/14th. The decision was made by the 
Central Committee of the SED on May 28 and confirmed by the Council of Ministers on 
May 28 to increase labor standards by 10% by June 30, 1953. 


This decision was preceded by a months-long intensive educational campaign that 
began in January 1953 in the press and on the radio as well as in a large number of 
company meetings throughout the republic about the need to increase labor productivity 
with the aim of using intensive persuasion to achieve a mass, a consistent, voluntary 
increase in standards. There were quite a few examples of such voluntary ones 
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Norm increases, but they did not reach the mass scale that would have been 
necessary to increase labor productivity to the required extent. 


So it is by no means the case - as we always read today - that the leadership took 
the path of bureaucratic administration right from the start. Only after the appeal to 
voluntariness had not led to the desired (and economically necessary) result did the 
leadership resort to the - but now wrong and disastrous - means of increasing 
standards by ten percent, ordered “from above” without any further discussion or 
negotiation with the unions . 


This created a situation that was very favorable for all anti-socialist forces inside 
and outside the GDR, and which they also exploited heavily for anticcommunist, anti- 
government agitation and rooting. 


They received a completely unexpected help in the spring. 


At the beginning of June 1953, the GDR leadership was summoned to Moscow, but 
not for a joint consultation on the best solutions to overcome the existing difficulties, 
but rather to receive and implement the proposals from the new Moscow leadership 
headed by Khrushchev and Beria, already without any Consultation with the 
comrades of the GDR leadership on unilaterally decided measures. 


The GDR delegation - Otto Grotewohl, Walter Ulbricht and Fred Oelssner - was 
presented with a document entitled “Measures for the recovery of the political 
situation in the German Democratic Republic’. It claimed that “as a result of the 
implementation of an erroneous political line” in the GDR “an extremely unsatisfactory 
political and economic situation arose.” What was the “faulty political line” supposed 
to have consisted of? 


The Soviet document gave a completely distorted portrayal of the situation in the 
GDR. It claimed that a decision had been made at the Second Party Conference “to 
accelerate the construction of socialism” and that this was wrong because the 
domestic and foreign policy prerequisites for this were missing. 


But at the Second Party Conference it was decided that “the foundations of 
socialism” would be created in the GDR; There was not a word about “accelerated 
construction of socialism”. 


In the “health resolution” of the new Moscow leadership, “the propaganda about the 
need for the GDR to transition to socialism” was also declared false. All of them 
were declared false - previously by the Soviet 
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Control Commission demanded more than recommended and then decided on by 
the GDR government - austerity measures. They should be taken back. 


The demands of the “health resolution” were particularly incomprehensible, as they 
amounted to the liquidation of the beginnings of socialist ownership in agriculture. In 
the GDR, "under today's conditions, only a simpler form of production cooperation 
between farmers, such as cooperatives for working the land together without the 
means of production being socialized, can be more or less viable." All cooperatives 
should be checked and, if necessary, dissolved. What was also extremely strange 
was that this “health resolution” did not mention at all the measure or 


call for its withdrawal that had put the greatest strain on the party and the state's 
relations with the working class 


— the decision in mid-May to increase standards from June 1, 1953. 


This strange document suggests that there was an interest on the part of someone 
in the new Soviet leadership to scapegoat the SED leadership, and in particular its 
General Secretary Walter Ulbricht, in order to shake his position. Such a suspicion is 
reinforced when one learns how the version of the communiqué of June 9, 1953, 
which announced a “new course”, which inevitably aroused popular anger, came 
about. 


The author of the communiqué was the editor-in-chief of the central organ of the 
SED, Rudolf Herrnstadt. He himself gave the following report: 


“On June 10th | drafted the ‘June 9th Communiqué’. The more | tried to read the 
communiqué in the (from the Soviet 'High Commissioner’ Vladimir Semyonov, i.e. 
The more clearly it became clear to me that the way | was asked to write it in the 
intended form would have an unjustifiable shock effect on the party and the public. It 
turned out to be impossible to revoke the most important measures, which the party 
had just defended for a year against countless resistance as the only correct 
measures, without further ado, that is, without giving a well-founded justification - 
without disorienting and embittering the party and giving the opponent the to open 
the flank.” 


Herrnstadt therefore asked for a conversation with Semyonov, which he described 
as follows: 


“Herrnstadt: ‘Comrade Semyonov, | am the author of the communiqué, but | would 
like to protest against its publication.’ 


Semyonov: ‘Why?’ 
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Herrnstadt: 'You can't initiate a change of course like that. The communiqué can only 
cause confusion. | elaborated on this. 


Semyonov: “The communiqué must be in the newspaper tomorrow.” 


Herrnstadt: 'I understand from your words that there is an instruction in this regard. If 
that were the case, wouldn't it be possible for you to explain to Moscow why it would 
be advisable to change the instructions? Give us 14 days and we can justify the 
change of course so convincingly and convincingly that we go on the offensive with it 
and not the opponent... It contains all the elements for it, but the elements can turn 
into the opposite if we botch the start" 


Comrade Semyonov replied very sharply and condescendingly: “In 14 days you may 
no longer have a state!” (4) 


So the communiqué appeared on June 11, 1953 and had exactly the effect that 
Herrnstadt had predicted. It caused “an irresponsible shock effect in the party and the 
public,” it “disorientated and embittered the party” and “opened the flank to the 
opponent.” 


The communiqué began with the statement that “a number of mistakes had been 
made in the past by the SED and the government of the GDR,” and without any further 
justification, all of those measures - except one - that had been taken by the party were 
withdrawn and its members had been defended all the months before as necessary 
and indispensable. 


The only measure that was not withdrawn, or even mentioned, was the one that 
precisely affected the working class and which had to and had caused the greatest 
indignation, but also the strongest will to resist - the decision to increase standards by 
ten percent! 


The communiqué made it easy for the opponents to achieve a favorable reception for 
the slogan they spread: “Anyone who has allowed such mistakes must resign!” It acted 
like the spark that triggered the danger of forest fires. 


The fire that was actually triggered was brought to a quick end at midday on June 17th 
by the announcement of a “state of emergency in the Soviet sector of Berlin” by the 
Soviet military commander and the intervention of the Soviet army. 


Two meetings of the SED Central Committee dealt with the events of June 16th and 17th, the 
14th Central Committee Plenum on June 21st and the 15th Plenum on June 24th-26th. July 1953. 
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The course of the 15th Plenum confirms the assumption that one or more members of 
the new CPSU leadership wanted to use the difficulties of the SED leadership in the GDR 
to overthrow Walter Ulbricht and replace him with a man they liked. 


At this plenum there were heated arguments over the question of the causes of the 
unrest and attacks by some participants on Walter Ulbricht as, as they claimed, the main 
person responsible for a “wrong policy”, the result of which was June 17th. Wilhelm 
Zaisser, head of the Ministry for State Security, and Rudolf Herrnstadt came forward with 
this accusation. They proposed changing the party leadership; According to Zaisser's 


suggestion, Herrnstadt should replace Walter Ulbricht as first secretary. Zaisser himself 
naturally wanted to keep the Ministry of State Security in his hands. 


Herrnstadt introduced a draft resolution calling for the “renewal of the party”. This 
resolution further said that the party must be the servant of the masses, not their leader. 
The SED should be transformed into a people's party of all classes. 


The attack failed completely. On the one hand, because Herrnstadt and Zaisser did not 
receive a majority in the Central Committee, and on the other hand, because Zaisser's 
protector and probably also his client, his superior Soviet Minister for the Interior and 
State Security, Beria, in Moscow - just on the last day of the SED Central Committee 
plenum, on July 26th - was arrested and removed from all his positions. (5) 


With the rejection of the Herrnstadt-Zaisser proposal and with the resolutions of the 15th 
Central Committee Plenum of the SED to overcome the consequences of June 17th and 
to implement measures to improve the living conditions of the population, the foundation 
was laid for the party's consolidation and the GDR. 


June 17, 1953 is an event in the history of the GDR, but it is much more. It is also a part 
of the history of the socialist community of states and, beyond that, the history of the 
world communist movement, and a very significant one at that. It is the opening link in a 


chain of events that - viewed in retrospect - were links in a progressive process of 
decomposition and dissolution of the once firmly established and invincible socialist 


community of states and the world communist movement. (6) 


Comments on bloc politics. 
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The multi-party system was the initiative of the KPD and corresponded to the orientation 
of the Seventh World Congress of the Communist International. The aim was to include 
all anti-fascist democratic forces of the people in the reconstruction. The bourgeois 

parties were founded over a period of three years: the CDU was founded in the SBZ on 


June 26, 1945, and the LDPD on July 5, 1945. The two other parties that joined the bloc 
emerged in 1948: the Peasants’ Party in April 1948 and the NPDP in May 1948. 


The first communiqué of the “Block of Anti-Fascist-Democratic Parties” was published on 
July 14, 1945. It made it clear that bloc politics were fundamentally different from any 
kind of bourgeois coalition politics. In the bloc, the working class, acting in unity, played 
the leading role. All parties committed themselves - while maintaining their independence 
, to take all decisions of the bloc together. Under the impression of the fascism they had 
experienced, the initial generations of the parties that formed a bloc had, for the most 
part, gained basic anti-fascist-democratic positions. On the other hand, there were always 
latent anticommunist and anti-Soviet tendencies in their ranks, especially nurtured by 
the politics of the corresponding parties in the western zones (FRG), with whom they 
always maintained contacts, which sometimes led to heated conflicts in situations of 
violent class conflict. Until the founding of the GDR, the SED's strategy had to consist of 
supporting the progressive forces in the bloc parties in their conflicts with the imperialist- 
oriented forces. In the first few years, these still had considerable influence, especially in 
the state parliaments (ministerial functions, including influential positions). Even in later 
complicated situations (June 17, 1953) there were internal party disputes in the CDU and 
LPDP. A very close political relationship developed with the Farmers’ Party in connection 
with the successful agricultural policy. The relationship between the SED and 


NPDP. 


Except for the period immediately before and during the implementation of the counter- 
revolution against the GDR, the bloc parties were at least formally actively involved in the 
political life of the GDR. The chairmen of the parties have been members and deputy 
chairmen of this body since the State Council of the GDR was founded. 


The successful 60s 


The increasing influence of socialism, the international workers' movement and the 
national liberation movements on world events was the determining factor 
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Characteristic of the new global political situation that emerged in the mid-1950s. 
The imperialist countries initially stuck to their Cold War policies. By including the 
Federal Republic of Germany in NATO, the imperialist powers had pushed their 
aggressive military pact directly to the limits of the socialist world system. In 
response to this new situation, the “Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation 
and Mutual Assistance” was established. A political advisory committee and a 
unified command of the armed forces were created. The Warsaw Treaty became 
an essential factor in increasing the international influence of socialism and in the 
struggle for European security. In addition, the “Treaty on Relations between the 
Two Countries” was concluded between the governments of the USSR and the 
GDR, which went down in history as the “GDR/USSR State Treaty”. The office of 
the USSR High Commissioner in the GDR was dissolved. The GDR was now able 
to meet the military requirements of the fight for peace and defense of socialism. 
These measures consolidated the GDR's international position. 


The socialist production relations expanded and consolidated, even if the 
disproportions caused by the split had not yet been fully overcome and the 
remaining contradiction between the power of accumulation and the need for 
investment limited the possibilities for renewal and modernization. The main task 
of the current five-year plans has focused on this problem. This was linked to a 
program of political-ideological work to consolidate socialist consciousness and 
principles of socialist ethics and morals were adopted. What was particularly 
important was that 85% of the agricultural land was managed by 19,345 agricultural 
production cooperatives (LPG) and state-owned estates (VEG). The victory of the 
cooperative movement in agriculture marked the greatest revolutionary 
transformation in the history of German farmers. In the period 1961-1965, the 
party set course for the comprehensive construction of socialism. The basis for 
this was the progress in the consciousness process of the masses. Based on this 
and the solidarity of the Warsaw Treaty, the GDR was able to carry out the 
measures to protect its state border on August 13, 1961. They made the changes 
in the international balance of power in favor of socialism more clearly visible. 


Angry protests from the Federal Republic of Germany and NATO partners could not prevent 
the so-called “building of the wall” from strengthening the consciousness of GDR citizens. 


In all socialist countries of Europe, in connection with the scientific and technical 
revolution taking place internationally, the question arose: 
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what consequences could be drawn from this for the further construction of 

socialism. The SED presented itself at its VI. Party conference on this problem. 

She made the decision on the “New Economic System of the GDR National Economy”. 
There was a comprehensive discussion about this in the party and in business. It 

was important to note from the beginning that the fixed changes were to be 
implemented under specific constellations within the framework of the Comecon 

and foreign policy conditions, which simply had to be taken into account: 


firstly, such changes could only take place with the consent of the USSR; 


Secondly, no concessions could be made to the West and its market economy 
system. 


There were contradictory positions on the “NOS” project both in the Politburo, in 
the working group commissioned by Walter Ulbricht to carry it out, and in economic 
management bodies. There was also loud resistance from Moscow. Essentially, it 
was about the question of planning material processes and the associated new 
“ideas” of replacing central economic planning with a “self-regulating system”. The 
“authors” of these “ideas” were unable to provide a concrete definition and feasible 
ideas. This led to Walter Ulbricht stopping the project in the summer of 1965. From 
today's perspective, it is entirely legitimate to assume that revisionist views among 
the forces involved played a role. But that couldn't be done with Walter Ulbricht. 


The economically stable development and the improvement of living conditions 
made it possible to take a significant step towards consolidating socialist 
democracy. In accordance with the proposal of the VIIth Party Congress, in 
January 1968 the People's Chamber discussed the draft of the new socialist 
constitution of the GDR that had been prepared on its behalf. Citizens discussed 
the matter in a broad public debate. Over 11 million took part in the meetings. 
124,540 additions and suggested changes were submitted. The People's Chamber 
submitted the revised draft constitution to the people of the GDR for confirmation. 
In the referendum on April 6, 1968, 94.45% of all those eligible to vote voted for 
the constitution. A democratic process that was unique in German history: the 
constitution was put into effect by referendum. In this constitution, the leading role 
of the working class and its Marxist-Leninist party was fixed by the people. 


After the Fifth Party Congress, the socialist revolution in the field of ideology and 
culture was consistently continued. The party assumed that after the establishment 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the conquest of the 
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Commanding heights in the economy there was no basic task of socialist 
transformation that could have been completely solved without the socialist cultural 
revolution. An important step was the further transformation of the socialist school 
system. In the fall of 1958, the principle of polytechnic education founded by Marx 
and Engels was met with the establishment of the teaching day in production and 
thus in general schools. 

Under the new conditions of the development of consciousness, a new quality of 
artistic creation developed, which was characterized by a new level of artistic 
overcoming of the problems of anti-fascist resistance, works of art of world renown 
emerged and a new level of creative cooperation between professional and 
amateur artists took place in the Trade union workers' festival expression. 


The youth policy of the SED 


The youth policy of the SED and the work of the youth organization it initiated, the 
“Free German Youth,” are part of the positive wealth of experience of the German 
labor movement and the progressive forces of our people. The strategy of the 
struggle to win over youth after 1945 had its basis in the decisions of the VII World 
Congress of the Communist International. In the presentations by Wilhelm Pieck 
and Georgi Dimitroff on the justification of the united front policy in the fight against 
fascism, it was critically stated that “the work among the youth had been neglected” 
and “a turnaround in youth policy as an important part of the united front policy” 


required. The KPD's Brussels and Berne conferences reinforced and concretized 
this strategic insight. 


The KPD adopted its first action program after the Allies crushed fascism on June 
11, 1945. The foundations for youth work under the new conditions were 
formulated there. The fascist regime of German imperialism and militarism and its 
predatory war had put the youth in a terrible situation. Hundreds of thousands of 
young men had died or returned cripples. The material situation of the children 
and young people was catastrophic, but above all their spiritual situation. No other 
part of the population had been under the influence of fascist ideology and 
propaganda as much as they were: anti-communism, anti-Sovietism, nationalism, 
chauvinism and the barbaric racial theory had poisoned the consciousness of 
countless girls and boys. The goal of embarking on the path of anti-fascist 
democratic development depended to a large extent on the re-education and 
winning over of the young generation. The mass of 
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Young people who were inferior to the fascist evil spirit could not be shown any 

mistrust. It was important to take them along on the new path and to recognize 

that they will ultimately be the ones who shape the future. To persuade them to 

rethink and mobilize them to take action in the reconstruction - all of them - 
that was the only right way. 


The KPD assumed that the tasks outlined in the call of June 11, 1945 corresponded 
to the youth's own interests. She addressed the young generation directly, whose 
situation she had thoroughly analyzed. Continuing the united front policy that it 

had developed in the fight against fascism, it set out to put an end to the division 

of the working-class youth movement and the fragmentation of the other sections 

of the youth. She renounced the formation of a communist youth association and 
advocated the creation of a unified, free, 


anti-fascist-democratic youth organization. The creation of a unified progressive 
youth organization could only be achieved gradually. This process presupposed 
similar basic views in the SPD and also the democratic bourgeois parties. The first 
step was to set up anti-fascist youth committees, which had already emerged 
spontaneously. It turned out that these committees offered favorable conditions 
for all young people to come together. But the reactionary forces still had strong 
positions and worked against it. 


The unification of the KPD and SPD to form the SED contributed significantly to 
bringing the anti-fascist forces together. It was the most important prerequisite for 
a successful alliance policy with the two bourgeois-democratic parties CDU and 
LPDP, with which the bloc of anti-fascist-democratic parties was created on July 
14, 1946. 


The conditions were met after the SMAD gave permission to found the FDJ on 
March 7, 1946. The objective she presented under the title “Battle for the four 
basic rights of the young generation” (right to work, right to political participation, 
right to education and right to joy and cheerfulness) found a broad response 
among all sections of the youth. The number of members of the FDJ grew. The 
founding of the GDR as the first state of workers and farmers in German history in 
October 1949 became a milestone in the development of the FDJ, which became 
an organization of millions. 


From its birth, the GDR proved to be a state of youth. Article 18 of their first 


constitution ensured political equality for all generations. For the first time in 
German history, active voting rights were introduced at 18 and passive voting 


rights at 21. Just one year after its founding 


218 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


The People's Chamber passed the first youth support law. The four basic rights 
were a social reality. The FDJ generation of these years later became the main 
cadre base of the GDR. The party's youth policy strategy of this period proved to 
be correct. The FDJ had proven itself to be an active force in realizing previous 
social tasks. Young people also received special attention in the next stages of 
society's development. 


The decision of the Second Party Conference to lead the development into socialist 
channels and to begin the planned construction of the essential foundations of 
socialism required a new role for the FDJ. Although the majority of members had 
no concrete ideas about the new task of building socialism, it found enthusiastic 
support in the FDJ-Aktiv. The FDJ received a new boost of motivation. But the 

FDJ also entered into an exciting and conflict-filled process of its own development 
into a socialist youth organization. She gave herself a “constitution” in which her 
relationship with the SED was reformulated. She acknowledged herself as the 
leading force of society and her own role was defined as “helper and fighting 
reserve of the party”. The working class youth were determined to be the “core of 
the FDJ”. Making this new role of the youth organization understandable to all 
members was not easy and led to conflicts within the organization - especially with 
religiously affiliated members. These conflicts were fueled by internal and external 
reactionary ecclesiastical forces. Sectarian tendencies also emerged among 
individual FDJ cadres. Basically, these attacks were directed against the unity of 
the GDR's youth. Since the conscious core of the FDJ stood behind the party 
decisions, more serious political consequences could be avoided. 


A serious testing situation for the SED and the GDR arose in connection with the 
implementation of the socialist orientation, the associated complicated material 
conditions and the massive attacks by internal and external anti-communist forces. 
As explained in more detail above, the counter-revolutionary attack on the socialist 
state occurred in mid-June 1953. Its effects on the state and the GDR were 
diverse, complex and complicated. The youth organization was in no way prepared 
for them. In addition, the grassroots leadership was extremely weakened because 
the most active, class-conscious officials had followed the party's call and taken 
up honorary service in the newly created armed forces. The association was going 
through a period of weakness. It was primarily connected with the decisions of the 
party Central Committee on the consequences of the counter-revolutionary attack. 
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With the cadre-related consequences, Karl Schirdewan was elected to the Politburo 
and Secretary of the Central Committee. His area of responsibility included the Youth 
Commission of the Politburo and the Department for Youth Issues at the Central Committee. 


Erich Honecker was relieved of his role as chairman of the FDJ at the Fourth Parliament 
in connection with his delegation to study at the PHS at the Central Committee of the 


CPSU in Moscow. Schirdewan brought a young party official he knew who had no 
experience in the work of the youth association and was completely unknown to the 
parliament delegates and the FDJ cadres. Dieter Itzerott experienced this charade 
himself as a member of the parliament's election commission. This comrade could not 
gain any authority in the association. The associated ongoing weakness in leadership 
had a negative impact on the entire association. It was less due to the comrade's lack 
of qualities, but rather to the fact that he was misused by Schirdewan as a figure for the 
political game of a reformist youth policy. His ideas were essentially revisionist in 
nature. The problems that arose when asserting a clear class position among all 
sections of the youth should be avoided. Instead of purposeful socialist consciousness- 
raising, mass work with vague political-ideological content should take place. This 
amounted to making the FDJ unable to fulfill its role as a fighting organization for 
socialism. 


These tendencies had to be countered vigorously. Schirdewan was relieved of his 
duties and expelled from the party because of anti-party activities. 


This created the most important prerequisites for the further development of the 
association. Under the leadership of Walter Ulbricht, a process of reorienting the party's 
youth policy was initiated. The aim was to enable young people to solve the tasks, in 
particular the expansion of the material and technical basis of socialism and the 


implementation of socialist production relations in all areas of society. 


It had to be assumed that there would be a youth in the period that followed 

who no longer had the experience of the early days of the GDR. The social situation of 
the young people was different, their level of education was different. But the opponent's 
ability to influence had also changed. It was now about patriotic education and raising 
awareness of the socialist perspective. 

The anti-class forces directed their ideological diversion under the guise of the “fight 
against dogmatism and the renewal of Marxism” to spread anti-communist and 
revisionist views among the youth in order to harness them to their counter-revolutionary 
goals. The party leadership took place under the direct leadership of Walter Ulbricht in 
the early 1960s 
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made a critical analysis and made appropriate decisions. In particular, the 1963 youth 
communiqué entitled “Trust and Responsibility in Youth” had a profound effect throughout 
society. It can be assumed that the conscious connection of the majority of young people 
to the party and the state was the most stable. The measures of August 13, 1961 to 
protect the GDR state border (“Wall”) made a decisive contribution to this. 


On the initiative and under the leadership of the FDJ, the youth achieved achievements 
that gained importance for society as a whole. 


Examples: 


- The youth brigades organized by the FDJ became a decisive force in the life of the 
association and the engine of economic achievements; Youth brigades from the Bitterfeld 
chemical industry initiated the initiative of the “Brigades of Socialist Work” with the slogan 
“to work, learn and live in a socialist way”. This initiative covered the working class in all 
sectors of the economy and led to a new quality of socialist competition. 


- Numerous economic development projects were placed under the responsibility of the 
youth and were realized as groundbreaking achievements (Leuna petroleum chemical 
plant Il, Schwedt petroleum processing plant, expansion of the Buna carbide factory, 
Trattendorf youth power plant, numerous improvement projects in agriculture; etc.). 


- The “Fair of Tomorrow's Masters” movement, which produced outstanding achievements 
in the scientific field. 


- In the cultural field, the “FDJ singing movement”. 


The state recognized numerous such achievements with high state awards. 


Despite such positive results, the actual goal of winning all young people over to the 
party's politics had to be increasingly recognized as unattainable and, at best, as a 
process of rapprochement. Nevertheless, the level of mass influence the FDJ has 
achieved must be viewed as unique in the history of the progressive German youth 
movement. The youth organizations existing in the Federal Republic of Germany could 
not point to anything comparable. 


There were political, international developments that prevented further progress and had 
negative consequences. The West German “policy of counter-revolution on felt slippers”, 
the superiority of the West 
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Consumer standards, the long-term effects of the XX. The revisionism initiated at the 
party conference on the socialist camp and the associated wrong political decisions 
led to signs of erosion in the consciousness of the population of the GDR and also 
among the youth. This trend became more and more noticeable in the mid-1970s. The 
IX fell during this time. SED party conference, which decided on a new party program. 
In this program “the goal for the coming period was to create the basic conditions for 
the gradual transition to communism’. At the subsequent FDJ parliament, Erich 
Honecker, addressing the youth directly, declared “communist education to be the 
basic concern of youth policy” and called out to the delegates: “You are called to be 
the builders of communism.” 


What an alien task given the real developments! This brought back memories of 
Khrushchev's grandiose speeches on the XXth century. Party Congress of the CPSU. 
Many of the young FDJ officials didn't know what to do with it. There were fluctuations. 
The FDu's always-present tendency towards a campaign style and actionism aimed at 
quick successes, towards number crunching and ever-increasing centralized 
bureaucracy emerged 

increased and reduced the influence of the association. The contradictions existing in 
society and the general dissatisfaction among the population increased. The party's 
mass ties loosened and the “Western way of life” increasingly influenced the worldview 
of the youth. 


The anti-Soviet Gorbachev clique did the rest. The Institute for Youth Research 
signaled these phenomena and sounded the alarm. 


The Central Council of the FDJ did not initially react. The party leadership also did not 
react. 


Erich Honecker was ill, his detachment from reality became more and more worrying, 
he was burnt out. He was deeply affected by the fact that the very FDJ cadres on 
whom he had relied and who had in the past courted him in shameless love in the 
interests of their own careers were now abandoning him and running after “Gorbi”. It 
is not without a certain tragedy that FDJ members demonstrating on the 40th 
anniversary humiliated him with shouts of “Gorbi”. 


The end of the FDJ history, which he had written over decades, was heralded. 


The SED and revisionism 
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First of all, it should be said: In the course of the revolutionary process that 
spanned four decades, the SED not insignificantly enriched the political and 
theoretical wealth of experience and knowledge of the world communist movement 
through specific contributions and insights. This undoubtedly also includes the 
thesis she developed that socialism “is a relatively independent formation in the 
historical stage of the transition to communism.” At its Second Party Conference 

in July 1952 it set the historically new task of “tackle the systematic creation of 

the foundations of socialism”. If one surveys its history and takes into account the 
complicated, ever-changing conditions of struggle under which it had to operate, 
one recognizes that the party, especially in the first phase of social development, 
required a high degree of principled stability and necessary flexibility with one 
another knew how to connect. During this time it maintained an essentially Marxist- 
Leninist course under the constant fire of class opponents within and without. In 
the first decades it had the support of the majority of the people. The secret vote 
on the socialist constitution of the GDR, which established the leading role of the 
working class and its Marxist-Leninist party, also gave it formal democratic 
legitimacy. 


After the XX. The party congress of the CPSU with the “secret speech” of 
Khrutschov, about which there can no longer be any ambiguity among consistent 
Marxist-Leninists, began the revisionist decline of the international communist 
movement. The more thorough and comprehensive the analyzes of the defeat of 
European socialism become, the more convincing the evidence of this fact 
becomes. The increasingly incomprehensible attacks from the incorrigible anti- 
Stalinists of all stripes do not change this. 


We, the authors of this work, were convinced throughout the GDR period that the 
key people in our party leadership - Walter Ulbricht and Hermann Matern, to 
name just these two - supported the change in the SU leadership and in its 
politics under Khrushchev as a turn towards revisionism, but given the dependence 
of the GDR's existence on the Soviet Union, we, the SED and the GDR, saw 
ourselves unable to act against it openly and militantly, like the Chinese 
Communist Party and the Albanian Communist Party. Therefore, in our opinion, 
they pursued a policy of damage limitation against the revisionist course 
emanating from the CPSU leadership - in the conviction that the healthy, Marxist- 
Leninist forces in the SU would sooner or later assert themselves again. Kurt 
Gossweiler therefore described Walter Ulbricht in the “Pigeonfoot Chronicle” as a 
fighter against revisionism. In dialogue with a Turkish comrade who rejected this 
assessment 
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and Ulbricht flatly described them as revisionists, he then clarified his assessment. He argues: 
"If one had known that the period of revisionism in the SU is not an episode to be overcome, 
but that such an attitude becomes the cause of the strengthening of revisionism and that it 
comes to an end - then such an attitude would have been unforgivable. But it was only 
through our defeat that we learned the lesson: It was wrong not to fight openly against 
revisionism and revisionists right from the start. But before that, it seemed to me that the 
policy that my party was pursuing under the leadership of W. 


Ulbricht’s business was to be the only possible one.” 


Through Tito-Yugoslavia's break with the information office of the Communist and Workers' 
Parties and the further behavior of the Yugoslav leadership, it became obvious that the 
imperialists, with the help of Tito, had succeeded in building a base in the world communist 
movement, the task of which was to, after the victory about fascism to make it possible to 
build a “communist” counter-center whose programmatic basis should not be Marxism- 
Leninism, but rather a “reform communism” capable of splitting up the ideological and thus 
also the political and organizational unity of the communist-ruled countries. The revelation of 
this role and the uncovering of relationships with leaders in many countries, including the 
GDR, were reason to investigate these connections. 


The GDR results were discussed at the 13th meeting of the SED Central Committee, the 
results of which were published in an article by Herrmann Matern. The trials and the 
publication of the results were something like a timely and effective vaccination of all 
communist parties against the intrusion of Tito's revisionist ideology of decomposition. This 
meant that all the prerequisites were in place for the central struggle of the 20th century, the 
struggle of the emerging world of socialism against imperialism, to bring about new victories 
in the second half of the century and the outcome of the battle “Who-Whom?’ to finally be 
decisive in favor of socialism would bring. 


But something completely unexpected happened, something that had previously been 
thought to be completely impossible: the beneficial vaccination, for the effectiveness of which 
there was no externally effective antidote, was rendered ineffective from within, the only place 
from which it could be neutralized, from within. 


How did the leadership of the SED react to Khrushchev's 
revisionism? 
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principle of “national communism” (the negation of a unified world communist movement, 
formulated as “non-interference in the affairs of other communist parties and socialist 
countries”): 


Our leadership took note of this and published the Soviet statements in full. She knew 
from her own investigations in 1953 that Tito's rehabilitation was wrong, but did not 
express this, but behaved like all the leaderships of the communist parties at the time: 
she welcomed the reconciliation of the Soviet Union with Yugoslavia as a step towards 
overcoming the division in the country Camp of the socialist states. Their disagreement 
with the proclamation of “national communism” was not openly expressed, but was 
evident from the fact that at meetings between SED politicians and representatives of 
other non-revisionist parties and socialist states, a formula that had been used since the 
SU agreement with Tito was not included in the final communiqué - Yugoslavia became 
the symbol of revisionist parties: the formula that “both sides start from the principle of 
non-interference”. The GDR delegations only had this formula recorded and signed when 
the other side requested it. This was regularly the case at meetings with representatives 
of the SU, Yugoslavia, Poland after the change of leadership to Gomulka and after the 
counter-revolution in Hungary in 1956. 


How should this attitude be assessed? 


Of course not as an open fight against the Soviet leadership's turn to revisionism, but 
also not as a full-sail defection to the "new course", but as a "reserved approval, reserved 
signal of partial disagreement". For the majority of party members and the population of 


the GDR, these subtle differences were not noticeable - for them, the GDR leadership 
was fully behind the declaration that Tito had been gravely wronged. 


The anti-Sovietism among considerable parts of the population, which had not yet been 
overcome, was at least strengthened in some parts by the demand for “non-interference 
from outside” and revived in others. The disorientation of the party and the population 
towards revisionism began here. 


2_Eor the XXth Part Cong ess of the CPSU and Khrushchev's “Secret Speech”: 


Again, we are still sure today that Walter Ulbricht and probably also 

Hermann Matern was not only completely surprised and taken by surprise by this 
declaration, as was everyone else, but also perceived it as what it was intended to be: as 
an attack not only against Stalin, but against all party leaderships, 
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(i.e. also against the leadership of the SED), who followed Stalin not only out of 
“party discipline” but out of a firm conviction in the correctness of Stalin’s policies 
and who had raised their members to have firm trust in Stalin. 


The question now faced by all communist party leaders was: How do we react to 
this harsh condemnation of what doubting in the past at least aroused the suspicion 
of hostility to the party? No foreign party leaders were able to speak at the party 
congress itself, as they had been excluded from the special session that was only 
called after the party congress had officially ended and they had learned the 
wording of the speech from publication in the US press. 


Khrushchev had prevented a decisive rejection of Stalin's conviction by portraying 
Stalin as a monster, a mass murderer out of power and persecution mania because 
of the Moscow trials and the repressions and numerous death sentences, including 
against those who were wrongly accused. 


Nevertheless, Khrushchev had to accept criticism for his distortion of the history 

of the CPSU and the Soviet Union, albeit only in June and September 1956. 
However, it did not come from the SED leadership, but from the French Communist 
Party and its leaders Maurice Thorez and Jacques Duclos, by the leader of the 
Italian Communist Party, Palmiro Togliatti and Mao Tse Tung's party, the CPC. 
There were no critical comments about Khrushchev's speech from the SED 
leadership, but neither was it widely popularized. On the 3. 

At the SED party conference, the most that was put forward in W. Ulbricht's speech 
against Stalin was the statement: "Stalin was not a classic of Marxism-Leninism." 
The desire of the CPSU leadership to make the content of Khrushchev's speech 
known to the party members the SED leadership complied in such a way that their 
main points were discussed in closed party meetings 

were announced. At no time did the party leadership do anything on its own 
initiative to initiate a wave of condemnation of Stalin. While in some socialist 
countries, as well as in the SU, Stalin monuments began to be torn down, the 
Stalin monument in Stalin Allee remained until 1961, until the “second XX. Party 
Congress”, namely the XXII. Congress of the CPSU, from which a renewed wave 
of anti-Stalinism emanated and Stalin's closest associates, Molotov and Lazar 
Kaganovich, were expelled from the party. 


It was only after this party congress that our leadership apparently felt compelled 
to comply with Moscow's increased demand for the removal of all Stalin 
monuments. There was no personal need for it. 
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Khrushchev's revisionist course did not correspond in any way to the beliefs and wishes of 
the leading man in the SED leadership, Walter Ulbricht. But he was faced with the decision 
to either take up an open fight against the revisionist Moscow leadership, as the Chinese 
CP and the Albanian CP had now done, or to avoid an open break with the leadership of 
the CPSU and the SU and go along with their change of course and limited itself to damage 
limitation, in turn opted for damage limitation in the conviction that there was no other 
solution in the interest of preserving the GDR. As much as this seemed right and inevitable 
at the time, it also meant that the party and the country's population got used to seeing the 
revisionist ideology proclaimed from Moscow and the corresponding practice demonstrated 
as the necessary and only correct path for building socialism. It made one incapable of 
making one's own judgment about the wrong and right of the leadership's policies, because 
by condemning everything that one had previously been convinced of was correct, the 
previous standards were suspended and something new suddenly had to apply. 


The conclusion: As little as Walte Ulbricht was a revisionist according to his own conviction - 
By failing to actively fight revisionism, the SED became a party that did not openly contradict 
the revisionist transformation of the communist parties emanating from Moscow and thus 
contributed to them becoming increasingly incapable of fighting for socialism. 


Revisionism and the “New Economic System” 


Revisionism is the ideology and practice of destroying socialism from the economic base to 
all branches of the superstructure. In the Soviet Union, one of the methods of damaging the 
economic base was ignoring and violating the laws of socialist economics. This became 
particularly clear, on the one hand, in the shift from the conscious narrowing of the scope of 
the law of value to the conscious expansion of its scope to the entire national economy, and 
on the other hand, in the adventurous goal promise of wanting to catch up and overtake the 
USA economically in just 10 years and in 20 years to achieve communism in the SU - 


and in the deliberate neglect of the scientific and technological revolution in the civil sector 
of the national economy. 


The GDR leadership initially tried to bring about a change in this area in all Comecon 
countries through the Council for Mutual Economic Aid (RGW). 
When this was unsuccessful, on the initiative of Walter Ulbricht in the GDR 
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began in the 1960s to help the scientific and technological revolution achieve a 
breakthrough, at least in our own country. The starting point was his view of 
socialism as not just a short phase that transitions into communism soon after 

the establishment of socialist production conditions, but as a long period of 
development that must be passed through to mature socialism. Walter Ulbricht 
formed a staff of scientists who were supposed to develop an economic system 

of socialism, which was carried out on the VI. 

was announced at the party conference in January 1963. It was based on the 
reorientation of economic policy according to the principle of the highest economic 
utility and material interest. This project was not met with approval in Moscow as 
an affront to its own line. When opposing opinions arose in the Politburo and 
forces appeared in the educated staff whose ideas amounted to replacing the 
central planning of economic processes with a “self-regulating system” and no 
one was able to provide a concrete definition and feasible ideas for this , Walter 
Ulbricht felt compelled to stop the project himself in the summer of 1965 - as 
already explained above. From today's perspective, it seems legitimate to assume 
that revisionist views among the forces involved were the deciding factor. 


The SED and “Eurocommunism” 


The foundation for “Eurocommunism’ was laid by the Belgrade Declaration of 
1955, according to which the policies of each party were its own business. This 
meant the proclamation of “national communism”. The real impetus for other 
parties only came from the XXth. Congress of the CPSU, from Khrushchev's 
condemnation of the Stalin period. For communists who believed his report, there 
could only be one conclusion: one must firmly distance oneself from the CPSU's 
past. And in your own country you shouldn't want to take this path to socialism, 
but you have to take your own, national path. 


A strong impetus for the formulation of the basic line of “Eurocommunism’” was 
the so-called “Prague Spring” with its slogan of “socialism with a human face” and 
the absolutely necessary and justified intervention of the Warsaw Treaty powers 
against the counter-revolutionary developments in the CSSR. The term 
“Eurocommunism” was not coined by communists, but by bourgeois observers of 
developments in the communist movement, but was subsequently adopted by 
“Eurocommunism” activists in other parties. Because the changes in the 
communist parties of the various countries - not only in Europe, by the way - with 
the same or 
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Similar characteristics appeared, it was only logical that a common name was found for it: 
“Eurocommunism”. 


Its emergence in the 1970s is closely linked to the names of the leaders of the Italian, French and 
Spanish CPs. Its main components are adoption of revisionist theses, on the one hand, of the League 
of Communists of Yugoslavia such as: “self-management socialism”, and on the other hand of the 
Khrushchev leadership such as: democratic, parliamentary path to socialism, no dictatorship of the 
proletariat, no avant-garde role of the proletariat, none The communist party's claim to leadership. 
These various revisionist views and negative positions towards the Leninist and of course "Stalinist" 
and even the post-Stalinist Soviet Union were developed into a system, and a decidedly anti-Soviet 
system, by Carrillo in his book "Eurocommunism and the State" published in Madrid in 1977. . This 
revisionist “theory” was not accepted by the SED leadership. Walter Ulbricht made no concessions. But 
there were sympathizers like Reinhold and Neubert in the party's ranks, especially in the Social Sciences 
Institute at the Central Committee. 


The change at the party leadership from Walter Ulbricht to Erich 
Honecker. 


The replacement of Walter Ulbricht by Erich Honecker, which was officially declared by himself and 
made known to the party at the request of Walter Ulbricht and citing his age, had a history and was not 
without influence from Moscow. On January 21, 1971, some members of the SED Politburo, including 
Axen, Griineberg, Hager, Honecker, Mittag, Mincheberger and Kleiber, addressed the CPSU Politburo 
with a letter in which they referred to differences with Walter Ulbricht on fundamental issues of politics 
and asked Leonid Brezhnev “to have a conversation with Comrade Walter Ulbricht in the next few days, 
as a result of which he would spontaneously ask the Central Committee of the SED to remove him from 
the position of First Secretary due to his old age and his state of health to deliver. This question should 
be resolved as soon as possible, that is, definitely before the Eighth Party Congress of the SED.” 


That's how the change went. 


This should in no way be seen as a change from a Marxist-Leninist to a revisionist. But it was a change 
from one of the most experienced and talented German and international leaders in the class struggle 
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communist and workers' movement to a party leader who was filled with the best 
intentions but who was easily led astray due to weak leadership qualities. 


If you look over the almost 20 years in which Erich Honecker was at the head of the 
SED and the state, you have to realize that, subjectively, he honestly cared about the 
well-being of the GDR. He never thought of handing them over to imperialism. 

At first it seemed as if the era of the GDR's greatest successes had begun. Under the 
slogan of “unity of economic and social policy,” a comprehensive social program was 
announced that was happily welcomed by the working people. But the first advances 
were essentially not the successes of the new leadership, but rather the harvest of the 
previous years. It soon became clear that the hoped-for growth in labor productivity and 
economic power was not occurring as planned. They did not guarantee the high level of 
social benefits, especially the massive housing program and the necessary 
accumulations. The expectations of the people, who drew more and more comparisons 
with the standard of living in the Federal Republic of Germany, were disappointed. This 
would have been bearable if the party had openly explained the causes of the negative 
development and discussed with party members and the masses how to overcome 
them. 


The party leadership took the other path, that of administration, covering up contradictions 
and problems and whitewashing, which found expression in media policy. The gap 
between the party and broad sections of the masses had grown large and within the 

party the leadership was increasingly losing the trust of the rank-and-file members. 


The influence of the theses of the XX century had a particularly dramatic impact. 

The assessment of international relations made by the party congress and the revisionist 
forces of the CPSU that represent them and the associated deviation from the clear 
Marxist-Leninist position of peaceful coexistence. This new assessment was based on 
the assumption that “the imperialist forces must now recognize the principles of peaceful 
coexistence advocated by the SU and the socialist community of states as the only 
possible basis for the normalization of relations between states of opposite social 
orders.” The fact that in 1972 numerous capitalist States that recognized the GDR under 
international law and that the GDR was admitted to the UN at the same time seemed to 
confirm this. There was also the assessment that NATO's barrier against the GDR had 
now been broken. 


Did imperialism and NATO really suddenly have the “peacemaking capability”? 
This was the apt, far-sighted assessment of the new imperialist strategy of “change 
through rapprochement” made by the experienced communist and foreign policy expert Otto 
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Winzer said that this was a “counter-revolution on felt slippers”, forget? 


Viewed soberly, the party leadership had thus played into the hands of the 
revisionist softening policy in the field of foreign policy. This also applies to the 


preparation and implementation of the subsequent CSCE process and the 
conclusion of the Helsinki Agreement. 


A particular mistake was the approval of the joint document of the SED and SPD 
from August 1987, “The Controversy of Ideologies and Common Security,” with 
which the authors did preparatory work for the fall of 1989. She fell for the 
imperialist strategy and the open betrayal of some co-authors in the working group, 
including Prof. Otto Reinhold and Rolf ReiBig. Prof. 

Erich Hahn, one of the negotiators, said in a statement in August 2002 about the 
actual motives for this action that “it was about overcoming phenomena of isolation 
and separation from the Western world. The vision of a House of Europe seemed 
to be within reach.” 


Here the degree of ideological softening of Marxist-Leninist SED positions was 
admitted. Peaceful coexistence as a form of class struggle was replaced by the 
term “system competition,” which harmonized the opposing side. A significant 
portion of the party's membership protested against the fact that imperialism had 
suddenly been certified as having the "capability of reform and peace." Just two 
examples of what was signed: 


1. “Open discussion about the competition between systems, their successes and 
failures, advantages and disadvantages must be possible within every system.” 


2. “The SED supports the principles of pluralistic democracy that apply to both 
sides and approves the easier distribution of periodical and non-periodical 
newspapers and printed publications.” 


The SED had fallen into the trap of the imperialist strategy! But these were the 
gateways for the imperialist counter-revolution. 


We now experienced how, on the basis of the Helsinki Treaty, the GDR was 
systematically shot down ready for attack. On the IX. At the SED party conference 
in 1976, agreement with the revisionist Moscow line was again emphasized. In the 
party program adopted there, communism was formulated as a real goal. Ina 
subsequent consultation with youth activists, Erich explained 

Honecker “turned the youth of the GDR into the builders of communism” and added 
that “he also assumes that he will live to see communism.” What a 
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Similarity to the unrealistic, loud-mouthed forecasts of a Khrushchev! 

What a lack of reality in view of the real situation in GDR society! 

The level of ideological infiltration to which the GDR was subjected even in the last 
phase of its existence was revealed. 


Gorbachev's seeds finally did their work - despite the undisputed efforts of Erich 
Honecker and others to prevent them from growing in the GDR. The revisionism 
that was destroying the GDR was not only an import product from Moscow, but 
also partly home-made. Despite everything, Erich Honecker never thought of 
handing the GDR over to the imperialists. (Proof: his book “On Dramatic Events”, 
published shortly before his death, whose findings can be assessed as those of 
an honest communist.) 


It became increasingly clear that the XX. Party Congress had become a decisive 
negative turning point in the history of the USSR and the entire world communist 
movement. Under the false flag of the “return to Lenin” the break with Leninism 
and the transition to the positions of revisionism took place on almost all 
fundamental questions. We want to name four main lines here: 


1. Class reconciliation instead of class struggle; for reconciliation with imperialism; 
global human interests take precedence over class interests; the problems could 
only be solved together with imperialism; 2. Imperialism as a 

model for shaping socialism; 3. Exchange of friend and 

enemy images; 4. The destruction of 

the communist party consciousness. 


The course of development convincingly confirms this analysis! 


With Walter Ulbricht at its head, the SED waged a determined and flexible fight to 
defend a Marxist-Leninist political line. 

As a result, she not only came under fire from class opponents, but was 
increasingly forced to avoid and neutralize traps that emanated from Moscow. 
Walter Ulbricht had to walk a tightrope before Khrushchev's fall, which required 
the highest political mastery. In his attempts to remove him from the top of the 
SED, Khrushchev and his contacts in the GDR took advantage of differences of 
opinion and personal careerist aspirations that existed in the party leadership to 
bring about a Politburo and Central Committee majority against Walter Ulbricht. 
That was the background to the “affairs” already described (Herrnstadt/Zaisser, 
Schirdewan). 


Taking into account all the complicated connections, it must be said that the SED 
was never a revisionist party until 1970! 
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Problems of the SED, especially in the 80s 


As Marxist-Leninists, we have an obligation to put all the political equipment that 
the SED had at its disposal to the test after the defeat. But let it be made clear 
again here: the necessary naming of deficits must absolutely exclude the possibility 
that socialism and the GDR as such are called into question. Marxist analysis must 
not provide any game material for GDR delegitimizers and criminalizers of any 
kind. Anyone who examines things must assume that, looking back, everything 
appears much simpler, clearer and more manageable than it appeared to the 
actors at the time in their specific situation. And there is something else to keep in 
mind: mistakes made should not be applied across the board to the entire 45 
years of fighting in eastern Germany. The individual stages of development had 
completely different characters and their respective specifics. What we failed did 
not go wrong because of Marxism-Leninism, but because of deviation from its 
principles. The construction of socialism in the GDR took place under external 
conditions that were historically unique (the existence of a potent capitalist state 
on German soil, the front line in the Cold War, the impact of the 20th Party 
Congress of the CPSU and the subsequent revisionist erosion). Outer 


Causes therefore had particular weight. In the dialectical context, the internal 


causes are very complex and have different effects in the different stages of 
development and are difficult to generalize. 


We want to concentrate on those that we can see as certain based on our own 
experiences. 


A cardinal error was the neglect of the constant objective assessment of the actual 
level of consciousness of the classes and strata of the GDR population as well as 
of their own party membership. There was a tendency to overestimate the level of 
consciousness. As Comrade Heinz KeBler noted, they maintained a simplified 
view of the working class and limited themselves to verbal emphasis on its role as 
a historical subject, and even went to idealization. The long-term impact of 
bourgeois ways of thinking and behaving was underestimated. There were periods 
of noticeable progress in the development of consciousness in the second half of 
the 1950s and into the 1960s. 

But in the late 1970s and 1980s, for the reasons described above, there were 
erosions in the class consciousness of the working class, among the youth and 
among the intelligentsia. 
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As a result, the pace of complex tasks at hand was arbitrarily forced without 
taking into account the true level of maturity of the party and the masses. 


The need to strengthen political-ideological work was emphasized in all resolutions. 
However, the ideology became more and more clearly the servant of current 
politics and its content was increasingly directed towards short-term goals and 
day-to-day political problems. Instead of works from the classics of Marxism- 
Leninism, more and more speeches by members of the Politburo and party 
resolutions were added to the list of “required literature” to be read by participants 
in the party training year. This seems to be a characteristic feature of revisionist 
softening: the turning away from basic studies and thus from the scientific nature 
of our worldview and the turn to memorizing current (and of course opportunist or 
revisionist) strategic orientations of the leadership. The formally extensive and 
differentiated instruments of ideological activity were suffocated in formalism, the 
interest of party members and other sections of the participants waned, and 
participation became a compulsory exercise. While under the direction of Walter 


Ulbricht's open discussion and polemics on fundamental theoretical questions 
were replaced by read monologues. It became increasingly clear that the reality 
experienced was in contrast to the ideological theses. This led to the party's 
declining credibility among members and the non-party masses. 


In particular, the media's increasingly restrictive information policy was rightly met 
with rejection. Whitewashing activism, constant reports of success, campaigning 
and embarrassing “court reporting” increasingly shaped their image. Particularly 
disastrous was the defensive reaction to imperialism's aforementioned “human 
rights campaign” that began with the Helsinki Final Act. This also includes the 
document “The Conflict of Ideologies and Common Security,” which was signed 


by the SED and SPD in 1987 and which turned out to be a gateway to the 
counterrevolution. 


When assessing the work of a Marxist-Leninist party, the question of the level 

and composition of its theoretical work is of great importance. The SED had 
powerful theoretical capacities and had Marxist-educated cadres. Independent 
innovative research was carried out in many areas. On the other hand, phenomena 
such as the denial and underestimation of contradictions in socialism as well as 

the voluntaristic approach to the “lawfulness” of a victory (irreversibility thesis) 

have had fatal effects. 

The revisionist tendency that is growing parallel to “Eurocommunism”. 
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Views in some theoretical centers were not recognized or not taken seriously. 


“Democratic centralism” is the organizing principle of a Marxist-Leninist party formulated by 
Lenin. The SED saw itself as such. The creative handling of him was enshrined in their statutes. 


Without a practice based on it, the SED's successes in leading social development would not 
have been possible. But democratic centralism was applied in a distorted manner in the context 
of the concrete manifestations of the class struggle and the problems of revisionism emanating 
from the CPSU. Intra-party democracy as a crucial prerequisite was increasingly restricted. This 
led to an unacceptable intensification of bureaucratic-centralist tendencies. Lenin's legacy of the 
need for an uncompromising fight against these tendencies remained unheeded. The dismantling 
of intra-party democracy came from above and initially went unnoticed at the grassroots level. A 
core problem was the concentration of diverse knowledge on a select, limited group of officials. 
Possession of this information conferred the right to make decisions and ultimately power. This 
had an impact on the possibilities of members and on the collectivity in the leadership bodies at 
all levels. 


Further manifestations of the dismantling of democracy in the party: 


- The Central Committee's reporting to the party congresses was under the direction of Walter 
Ulbricht guaranteed; From the Eighth Party Congress onwards there was no longer any accountability; 


- the time periods between the meetings of the Central Committee have been extended 
meeting duration shortened; 


- the Central Committee meetings were kept more and more free from arguments and 
Struggle for decisions, which were replaced by “declarations of consent” and 
commitments to the “line”; 


- no speech at meetings was given without it being previously known to the leadership and 
“approved” by them; 


- no reporting to the Politburo by a district leadership that was not controlled in detail by the 
Central Committee apparatus. 


We knew about these practices and their contradiction to the statute, why didn't we oppose 
them? The only effective counter-strategy would have been to mobilize grassroots control. We 
found ourselves in a conflict between our responsibility for party unity and party discipline. 
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The Central Committee's cadre nomenclature played an important role in this 
process. It got more and more out of hand over the years. The Central Committee 
apparatus decided on deployment and dismissal. Such a nomenclature has its 
justification and in complicated class struggle situations a temporary expansion is 
also justified. But essentially, along with the “career mechanism,” the principle of 
bottom-up cadre selection enshrined in the statute was turned upside down. The 


consequences of these and other tendencies were a softening of communist party 
consciousness and the increased rise of careerism. 


It remains to be said: the rights and obligations of party members were 
considerable, but were thwarted by constant restrictions. Until the 8th Party 
Congress, it was usual for the Politburo to hold regular consultations with the first 
secretaries of the district leadership, but this form of democratic exchange of 
opinions between the leadership and this circle of rank-and-file officials degenerated 
into a form of discipline. A lively exchange of experiences was replaced by a five- 
hour presentation by the Secretary General, which was then given to the First 
Secretaries in print with the obligation to read it verbatim to the district party 
activists. There were no more discussions about it. 


Related to these trends is the question of the party's membership strength. And 
the question: Who can be a member of the party? 


The fundamental debate between Lenin and Martov on point | of the statute (on 
party membership) is known from the history of the CPSU. Lenin's position was 
that the statute, as the “basic law of the party,” formulates exactly what a member 
of the party must distinguish himself by. He opposed the definition of the party as 
a “mass party”. 


Lenin took the view that strict, qualitative selection must determine the numerical 
strength of the party. Quote: “...it is better that ten workers do not call themselves 
a party member than that one chatterbox has the right and the opportunity to be a 
party member.” He always linked the numerical strength of the party to the level of 
consciousness of the members and the party education process in different 
concrete-historical situations 

seen. He pointed to the connection between the numerical size of the party and 
the associated “inevitable tendency towards an increase in centralism” and 
“organizational fuzziness”. And Lenin saw the real danger that “the temptation to 
join the ruling party is huge and that careerists will come into the party.” In 1922, 
Lenin stated that the CPSU, with 300,000 members, was decidedly too large and 
called for a reduction 
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Number of members. As a way to do this, he suggested an extension of the candidate's period, "it should 
be made into a serious probationary period", and he called for it to be specifically determined what the 
actual going through of the candidate's period should consist of and how control over it should be 
exercised. 


This Lenin legacy was no longer taken into account in our party, especially from the mid-1950s onwards. 


Membership development of the SED: 
1946: after the unification party conference 1,298,415 


1949: after the founding of the GDR 1,603,754 
1970: 1,904,026 
1988: 2,300,000 


The imbalance in membership development is also visible in facts such as the fact that the level of 
organization in the SED among educators was 70%. It was similar among the intelligentsia in large 
industrial companies. The 

Candidate time became more and more of a formality. In the 1970s, even the FDJ's KLs were granted 
the right to provide a guarantee. The party checks and exchanges of membership books that were 
carried out several times were not used to clean up the party and were not steps to continually re- 
establish the party's role as a vanguard. The effects on the party's political-ideological strength and 
fighting power soon became apparent. The slogan “Where there is a comrade, there is the party” had 
become a pure agitation phrase. 


That from IX. The program changed at the party congress was an expression of a detachment from 
reality characterized by the real state of social development and had nothing in common with a scientific, 
Marxist social perspective. 


The counterrevolution wins 


When the 8th Plenum of the Central Committee met at the end of June 1989, many party members 
expected suggestions on how to overcome the obvious crisis. But nothing happened. The political and 
economic situation was glossed over and the current problems were simply ignored. An atmosphere of 
hopelessness and pessimism spread. The members of the SED Politburo completely failed to realize 
that they had wasted their last chance. 


As far as the development of consciousness is concerned, the comrades apparently did not realize that 
consciousness - like all aspects of life - in the GDR 
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has gone through a phase of promotion and a phase of relegation. Anti-fascist, anti-imperialist and 
socialist education had noticeable successes until the end of the 1960s and led to the development of a 
GDR self-confidence among the majority of the GDR population. But then - also in consciousness - 


a backward development, the main cause of which was that, starting from the XX. Congress of the 
CPSU, the clear class positions were abandoned and the main danger to socialism was no longer 
imperialism, and in the ideological field no longer revisionism, but dogmatism and sectarianism were 
declared. Imperialism advanced from being the mortal enemy of socialism to supposedly being an 
indispensable partner in securing peace! 


With Helsinki, imperialism ensured that the struggle for social and political liberation was increasingly 
pushed back in people's consciousness and that the “securing of human rights” in the socialist states 
was brought to the fore. Egon Bahr has confirmed many times that Helsinki was a great success of the 
“change through rapprochement” policy because it marked the beginning of the end of the Soviet Union 
and the GDR. 


But the biggest problem lay outside the SED. This is what Alexander Zinoviev answered when asked 
how he explained that the Soviet order fell without a single shot: “It collapsed not because of its inability 
to survive, but because of the traitors who made common cause with a powerful external enemy. The 
collapse happened without a single murmur because the CPSU elite systematically sold out socialism.” 


So let's take another look at the Soviet Union at the end of the 1980s. We heard Mr. Gorbachev talk 
about how “we” must build the “House of Europe” “together with the capitalist countries.” We thought at 
the time that his job was actually to be concerned about the state of the alliance of socialist states and 
to take steps to consolidate it, but we were not surprised that he did exactly the opposite, as he and his 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze had He announced even before the UN that the policy of peaceful 
coexistence was not a form of class struggle and yet he used the authority and power of the Soviet 
Union to pressure the leadership of the other communist parties and socialist countries to agree to this 
revisionist, counter-revolutionary policy . 


We still remember Gorbachev's warm friendship with the Chancellor 


Kohl, revealed at the meeting of the two in the Caucasus, to Gorbachev's industriousness 
Traveled to all socialist countries, even to China, to emphasize in his speeches the need to abandon the 
class struggle in favor of one 
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to proclaim and promote a common commitment to “general human interests” - and 
with whom should we advocate for these general human interests? With the USA! 


And we still remember very clearly Gorbachev's 13 billion deal with Kohl to give up 
the GDR to the Federal Republic of Germany and NATO! 


The GDR's opponents - outside and inside - recognized the situation “as a real 
strategic orientation”. The “mass escape” operation, organized by the Federal 
Republic of Germany, went according to plan. The concept worked, also because the 
political centers of the GDR were unable to act until the end of September. There was 
political soeechlessness. 


“Gorbi” visited the Federal Republic of Germany from June 12th to June 15th and met 
Kohl twice for “one-on-one discussions”. The “male friendship” had long since 
emerged and the course was set. The GDR had been “sold” illegally. It was not for 
nothing that Gorbachev raved about these meetings on the Rhine for years afterwards. 
The forces of internal counter-revolution, as the “round table talks” showed, only 
served to drive the new GDR leadership ahead of them. The internal party opposition 
in the SED had formed, although Egon Krenz and Wolfgang Herger believed that it 

did not exist. A complete misunderstanding of the real situation! 


The failed attempt at travel regulations on November 9th became a farce due to 
Schabowski's deliberate act of betrayal and the immediate opening of the border. Not 
only did he want to reap the “glory” of “opening the wall,” he had sided with those who 
were working to destabilize the new Secretary General. The attempts by Egon Krenz 
and partly by Hans Modrow to stabilize the situation failed because they were still 
relying on the “protective shield function” of the SU and Gorbachev. There was a 

lack of political clarity. 


After all, there were still considerable intra-imperialist contradictions in the Western 


alliance regarding the “German question”. No attempt was even made to use them 
cleverly. 


In addition, Egon Krenz believed that with his willingness to give up the SED's claim 
to leadership in the constitution, he could mobilize internal resistance forces against 
the sell-out of the GDR. Pure illusion and pure revisionism! The “renunciation of the 
leadership claim of the working class and its Marxist-Leninist party” decided on 
December 1, 1989 at the request of the SED parliamentary group and justified by 
Hans Modrow, gave up all leeway and became political suicide. 


239 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Could something else have been done in this situation to save the GDR? 

Does history provide examples of the possibility of victoriously defending the revolution 
against overwhelming odds? Yes, of course. The Russian Revolution provided the 
classic example twice - with the victory over the intervention and the internal counter- 
revolution in 1917-1920 and in the Patriotic War against the fascist invaders. And today 
(2009, ed.) Cuba is the shining example of successful resistance that gives 
revolutionaries all over the world strength and confidence. The Cuban government led 
by Fidel Castro has proven that following Lenin's teachings can make a revolution 
invincible even under extremely unfavorable conditions. Because Fidel Castro never 
tried to gloss over the difficulties and shortcomings, but always spoke openly about 
them, did not shy away from admitting his own mistakes, but at the same time showed 
the ways to overcome all difficulties with his own strength and effort, the admirable 
Cuban people have defended his revolution and his government even under 
unprecedentedly harsh living conditions and rejected any surrender. 


However, the prerequisite for this is leadership by a revolutionary party with a clear goal 
and the leadership's strong connection with the masses. These conditions were no 
longer present in the GDR in 1989. 


The party and government had lost the trust and support of large parts of the population. 
Unmistakable symptoms of this were the flight of thousands of GDR citizens to the 
Federal Republic of Germany via the Federal Republic of Germany embassies in 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary. 


But the party leadership no longer had the trust of large parts of its own party! If that 
was already bad in terms of the ability to defend the Republic, what was even worse, 
indeed the worst, was that - as far as we could see in the party organizations in our 
areas, but it was certainly not only there - the bearer of hope and The confidant of the 
majority of party members was the very man who wanted to liquidate socialist Germany 
and hand it over to the Federal Republic of Germany - namely Gorbachev! 


We remember the FDJ demonstration on October 7, 1989 past the stands with Honecker 
and Gorbachev, from which the enthusiastic “Gorbi-Gorbi” 

The few and weak calls of “Honni” were heard loudly. And we remember the discussions 
in 1988/89 in which comrades pinned all hopes on Gorbachev implementing a change 

of leadership in the GDR in order to introduce “perestroika” and “glasnost” here too. 
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We also remember the rally on Alexanderplatz on November 4, 1989, called by 
prominent artists and cultural workers in the GDR, with speakers such as Heiner 
Müller, Lothar Bisky, Gregor Gysi, Stephan Heym, Christa Wolf, Markus Wolf, 
Kathe Reichel, Steffi Spira and others. Kathe Reichel gave a speech there that | 
hope she is ashamed of today. 


And lastly, let us remember that the party leadership was also divided into those 
like Honecker, who knew that the transfer of perestroika to the GDR 

which would mean the end - as is well known, they were in the minority - and in 
Gorbachev's partisans, who, in conspiratorial agreement with Moscow, decided 
and carried out Honecker's removal. 


There are comrades who are of the opinion that the cause of our downfall was 

that we did not use state power to preserve the GDR. We would not have called 
for political struggle or military defense in the fall of 1989. These comrades express 
their strong disapproval of those “comrades in our ranks who are still proud today 
of not having used the state power that we had back then.” Because anyone who 
has the party and state apparatus but does not use it even at the moment of 
greatest threat will inevitably lose power. 


The comrades are apparently convinced that we would still have the GDR today if 
“we” had “used the party and state apparatus” back then. 
In view of such opinions, one has to ask oneself: Where actually, in which GDR, 


did these comrades live that they have such an ignorant picture of the situation in 
1988/89? 


Who should have done it, how and against whom? In any case, it would have 
been an operation not against the enemy, but mostly against one's own people - 
albeit following the enemy's sophisticated, demagogic slogans - and an operation 
that would have had only one result: the complete discrediting of one's own 
government and the SED and thus the acceleration of the end of the GDR. 


With a sober analysis of the situation at that time - the determination of the Soviet 
leadership to restore capitalist conditions not only in their own country, but also in 
all socialist states under their influence and dependent on them and with the 
internal state of the GDR, the extensive ideological decomposition and division 
the leading party and its loss of trust among the masses - the end of the GDR 
could no longer be prevented through political or even military measures. 


But it would have been possible to at least prevent the GDR from collapsing so 
ignominiously: That was primarily the result of the fact that over the years the 
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The leadership did not speak out about the growing difficulties and shortcomings, but 
instead glossed over reality in the media and only reported day after day about 
successes that people had not noticed in their everyday lives for a long time and were 
influenced by this media reporting not taken seriously, but felt charred. As already 
mentioned, this was the opposite of leadership in the spirit of Lenin, whose maxim was 
not to hide or mask difficulties and contradictions, but to express them openly. 


However, our leadership had very specific reasons for not acting like this, as many of 
the difficulties had their roots in Gorbachev's policy towards the GDR. 

But speaking openly about these causes would have meant taking an open stance 
against many aspects of Gorbachev's policies. What prevented our leadership from 
taking such a courageous step can be read about in Honecker's “Moabit Notes” in 
connection with the criticism of Gorbachev's revision of history: 


“Whole generations were raised in the spirit of unshakable trust in the Soviet Union. 
For the second time - in 1956 and again in 1985-1990 - they had to digest what was 
no longer coming from their opponents. Everything was suddenly revalued. 
Everything underwent a reassessment. Everything that had previously seemed right 
was Called into question, including the October Revolution. How could, how did our 


party have to face this? What effect would a confrontation with politics openly tolerated 
in the SU have had? Would everyone have understood that?” 


No, they didn't understand it at first, as their reaction to the ban in the GDR of the 
counter-revolutionary, Gorbachevist magazine “Sputnik” showed. 

But it would at least have been a sign of resistance to a pernicious policy that would 
have been understood and appreciated by many afterwards. 


But as it was, the internal party, revisionist opposition staged their party putsch without 
resistance and entirely in Gorbachev's line with an unparalleled incitement to Stalinism. 
Outstanding comrades in the SED were now excluded by the new masters of the SED/ 
PDS, punished with party punishments or left the party entirely excluded and, on top 

of that, prosecuted. The SED no longer existed. 


And Hans Modrow as Prime Minister had Erich Honecker, Heinz KeBler and others 
arrested and imprisoned. Even more: when he returned from his meeting with 
Gorbachev in Moscow, he acted as his accomplice in the annihilation of the GDR by 
frivolously and cynically announcing the annexation to the Federal Republic of Germany 
with the words of the GDR anthem “Germany, United Fatherland”. , so that the GDR 
finally capitulated and gave it away to the old forces of German imperialism, which had 
no power over us for 40 years. 
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However, he was not chased away by the people of the GDR, but he could be 
sure that there would be no resistance to it. 


Despite their large number and severity, it was not the GDR's own mistakes that 
led to the GDR's death sentence. The ultimately decisive reason why the imperialist 
concept of “roll-back” (in the form of “change through rapprochement”) was 
victorious was the fact of the spread of revisionism, which was still verbally 
contained in the collective documents of the world communist movement 
Khrushchev was denounced “as the main danger’, but in practice it was not 
combated as such, was not exposed, and was not even discussed. It spread after 
the XXth century. Congress of the CPSU from the Khrushchev era to the 
Gorbachev era In the CPSU and in the other communist parties of the socialist 


camp and disintegrated the Marxist-Leninist party consciousness in them. 


Reflection on the causes and manner of the downfall of the GDR and the entire 
socialist camp in Europe will continue for a long time, not only within our own 
ranks, but also among the international communist parties and forces associated 
with it - probably until... the communist movement a clear, uniform assessment of 
the role of the XX. 

Congress of the CPSU as the starting point of revisionism in the parties of the 
socialist camp. 


Remarks 


1. On the occasion of the KKE's political-ideological conference in December 2007 
in Athens, to which members of the offensive's editorial board were invited, there 
was a conversation with members of the KKE's Politburo. Since the KKE has an 
important focus in research on the counter-revolution in Europe 

In view of their basic ideological work, the Greek comrades during this conversation 
aggressively asked them to take on the work on the topic of “counter-revolution in 
the GDR”. They addressed three areas in particular: the development of the SED, 
the economy and the question of the imperialist threat and its defense. 


For this reason, Kurt Gossweiler and Dieter Itzerott speak here of the “wish of the 
comrades of the Greek Communist Party for us”. 


2. This decision was a consequence of the findings about the intrusion of agents 
of the US secret services into communist emigration in various capitalist countries, 
especially in Switzerland, and the 
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Exposing the Tito Yugoslav regime's collaboration with imperialist powers - findings revealed 
in trials in Hungary (Rajk trial, 


September 1949) and Bulgaria (Kostoff trial December 1949). 
were. 


Three years later, in November 1952, a third trial took place in Czechoslovakia against the 
former general secretary of the CCP, Rudolf Slansky. 
This will be discussed further below. 


As a result of the review in 1951, numerous comrades who had emigrated to capitalist 
countries during the Nazi era and worked in party functions after their return were removed 
from these functions and mostly assigned to corresponding state functions. 


3. This emerges clearly from a documentation of Soviet files from Molotov's inventory, 
which are published in Volume 95 of the series of quarterly magazines for contemporary 
history. (“Stalin's Big Bluff. The History of the Stalin Note in Documents of the Soviet 
Leadership.” Edited and introduced by Peter Ruggenthaler, Munich 2007.) The editor 
Ruggenthaler makes the following findings from these files on the Stalin Note, among 
others (p. 14-16): “According to the findings of the secret services, the Soviet leadership 
could assume that the Western powers, especially the USA, would not allow themselves to 
be dissuaded from the Western integration of the newly created Federal Republic of 
Germany... As a result, the “neutralization offer’ could be accepted Germany 


From the Kremlin's point of view, this would not be a risk because the Western powers 
cannot be dissuaded from their plans. This was known based on the findings of Soviet 
intelligence. Semenov is said to have guaranteed Stalin that the Western powers would not 
accept the Soviet proposals in order to convince him of the success of the Kremlin's 
Germany-political propaganda campaign... Walter Ulbricht, according to Vysinski (Vyshinsky, 
Molotov's successor as Foreign Minister of the USSR), suggested that the SED should not 
to speak out against the proponents of neutralizing Germany, “but rather to try to organize 
with them a common fight against remilitarization and against the inclusion of West 
Germany in the North Atlantic Alliance.” Ulbricht, Vysinski continued, thinks “that the Soviet 
Union itself in should introduce, in one form or another, a proposal for the neutralization of 
Germany with the aim of exposing the American warmongers. In his analysis, Vysinski 
came to the conclusion that the governments of the USA, Great Britain and France would 
definitely be against neutralizing Germany... It turns out that Walter Ulbricht was the actual 
‘intellectual father’ of the Stalin note, that is , that one 
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“The German political strategy that the Kremlin used in 1951/52 can be attributed to it.” 


4. Rudolf Herrnstadt, The Herrnstadt Document. Edited by Nadja Stultz-Herrnstadt, 
Reinbek near Hamburg, 1990, pp. 72-74 


5. Beria was obviously the inspiration and Soviet support for the two's advance. Not 
only was Zaisser's role closely linked to Beria; This also applied to Herrnstadt. He 
worked for the Ministry of Internal Security during his emigration to the Soviet Union - 
which is not an argument against him, but rather for him. But it also tied him to his boss 
Beria and made him - like Zaisser - his confidant and assistant in the situation around 
June 17th. 


But Beria was the one in the new leadership after Stalin's death who - according to 
Molotov's testimony - rejected the GDR as a socialist state in the consultation that 
resulted in the “health resolution” mentioned above. 


Molotov reported to his friend and interviewer Felix Chuyev about this consultation of 
the new “collective leadership” (Beria, Khrushchev, Malenkov and Molotov): “The 
German question was discussed. We wrote in the Foreign Ministry's proposal: 'Do not 
carry out a forced policy of building socialism in the GDR’. Beria, however, suggested 
deleting the word ‘forced’... so that the result would be: 'Not to carry out a policy of 
building socialism in the GDR.' We asked, 'Why this?' He replied: 'Because all we need 
is a peaceful Germany, whether this is socialist or not doesn't matter to us.'... Beria 
insisted: it is unimportant whether the GDR goes to socialism or not, what is important 
is that it is peaceful.” 


Molotov, on the other hand, stated that it was very important “which path the GDR 
takes, it is a highly developed capitalist country in the center of Europe, and although 
only a part of Germany, a lot depends on it. “Therefore, we must stay firmly on course 
for the construction of socialism, but without rushing into it.” 


Malenkov took a vacillating stance in this dispute, so the issue depended on which 
side Khrushchev would take. To Molotov's surprise, he cast his vote for him, Molotov. 


(Molotov's report on this consultation on the German question is contained in: Felix 
Chuyev, 140 Conversations with Molotov, (Russian), Moscow, Terra Verlag, 1991, 
pp.332-336, recordings of conversations from July 31, 1972, 6. June 1973, April 29th 
1982). 
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6. Further important links in this chain followed: 


- 1955: the reconciliation and total rehabilitation of Tito by Khrushchev - which made ineffective 


the vaccination of the communist parties against the poison of revisionism by the decision of 
the Information Office of the Communist and Workers’ Parties in 1948. 


- February 1956: the XX. Party congress of the CPSU, the party congress of the implantation 
of the revisionism bacillus into the world communist movement. The leading party of the world 
communist movement and the birthplace of the world revolution, Lenin's country, has thus 
become the leading center of modern revisionism. 


- October 1956: Election of the nationalist and revisionist Gomulka as First Secretary of the 


Polish United Workers' Party. This means that the dual alliance of revisionist states - Yugoslavia, 
the Soviet Union - has grown into a triple alliance. 


- October 23, 1956: Beginning of the counterrevolution in Hungary. 


- October 25, 1956: Imre Nagy Prime Minister of Hungary, - at the joint instigation of Khrushchev 
and Tito. The counter-revolution rages on. 


- November 1, 1956: Imre Nagy declares Hungary's withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact and 
Hungary's neutrality and calls on the West to protect them. 


- November 4, 1956: Finally - after a long period of allowing the murder sprees of the counter- 
revolution - the units of the Soviet Army in the country intervene and put down the counter- 
revolution. 


- November 4, 1956: Janos Kadar - Imre Nagy's close ally to this day - now breaks with him 
and forms - apparently in consultation with Soviet authorities - a "revolutionary counter- 
government" which he heads as Prime Minister. 

With the Kadar government in Hungary, the revisionist three-party alliance has become a four- 
party alliance. 


- November 11, 1956: Tito speech in Pula. He confirms the cooperation with the “good 
elements” in the CPSU against the “Stalinists” and presents his ideas about how to proceed in 
order to achieve the goal of establishing the Yugoslav model as a role model in all communist 
parties. 


- November 1957: Advice to the Communist and Workers' Parties. The anti-revisionist forces - 
with the parties of People's China and Albania at the forefront - manage to include in the final 


document a condemnation of modern revisionism as the main danger in the communist 
movement. In order to achieve this, they adopt the compromise solution of not raising any 
objection to the fact that the XX. Party conference and its decisions 
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be described as correct and pointing the way for all communist parties, and that the 
condemnation of modern revisionism remains only general, without mentioning the 
“address and house number” - so everyone can agree, including Khrushchev, Gomulka 
and Kadar. 


- 1959: Khrushchev's vote of confidence in the USA President and murderer of Ethel and 
Julius Rosenberg, Eisenhower. 


- November 1960: Advice to the Communist and Workers’ Parties. The final statement 
goes even further in condemning modern revisionism 

than that of 1957, by directly naming the Yugoslav party. This was inevitable after she 
aggressively wrote her revisionist positions into a new program at her party conference in 
Ljubljana. But as early as June 1960, the Khrushchev leadership began to prepare what 
was then the greatest crime against socialism and the world communist movement - the 
break with the People's Republic of China. 


- 24th-26th June 1960: III. Congress of the Workers' Party of Romania. At this party 


congress, Khrushchev begins a smear campaign against the People's Republic of China 
in his speech. 


- July 1960: the Soviet government suddenly and unilaterally withdraws all Soviet experts 
working in China, breaking hundreds of agreements. 


- A conference of communist parties had been called by Khrushchev for August 1964. It 
was supposed to take place in Yalta and prepare a conference planned for December 
1964 at which - according to Khrushchev's plan - the final “expulsion” of the CCP from the 
circle of communist parties was to be decided. Palmiro Togliatti also came to this Yalta 
conference, who had prepared a memorandum in which he strongly objected to the 
intention to “excommunicate” the Chinese Communist Party. He wrote in this memorandum: 
“The unity of all socialist forces... against the most reactionary groups of imperialism, even 
across ideological boundaries, is an unavoidable necessity. One cannot imagine that 
China and the Chinese communists could be excluded from this unity." And Togliatti gave 
the direction in which Khrushchev sought to push the communist parties against China 
(without mentioning Khrushchev's name): 


“a direction opposite to that which is necessary.” 


As is well known, Togliatti was unable to present his memorandum because he - already 
in Crimea - died unexpectedly and suddenly before the conference began. It was then 


published and known as his political testament. The planned Yalta conference did not 
take place. 
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- October 16, 1964: Khrushchev deposed! 


This could have been the turning point for the recovery of the CPSU and the world 
communist movement, for the expulsion of revisionism from all previously 
conquered positions, and was considered so by quite a few communists who had 
distrusted Khrushchev. To do this, however, it would have been necessary to make 
a radical break with the policies of the CPSU leadership since Stalin's death and 

to justify in detail why this was necessary. But that didn't happen. The only reason 
given for the dismissal was health reasons and the most serious accusation was 
“subjectivism”. But it remained the case that the XX. 

Party congress and the “fight against the personality cult around Stalin” were 
credited to him as merits. So it remained the case that not only did the CPSU not 
cure its members and the entire population of revisionism, but that under Brezhnev's 
regime, as under Khrushchev, revisionism continued to be presented to them every 
day as the true teaching of Marx, Engels and Lenin . 


So the rise of a Gorbachev and finally a Yeltsin to the top of the party and state 
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of all socialist states in Europe 
were the logical end links of a chain that began with June 17, 1953 as a seemingly 
local event in the small GDR began as the first link. 


And June 17, 1953 in the GDR was much more than a local GDR event because 

of the causal connection with the new leadership coming to power in Moscow, 
namely a symptom that the center of the socialist community of states was suffering 
from a disease, a type of leukemia was affected, a disease that systematically kills 
all red blood cells and leads to the complete deterioration of the organism if no 
means is found to stop it. It was not found at the time because the disease was not 
recognized and is still largely unrecognized. 


It is all the more necessary to spread this knowledge persistently, because it has to 
If it becomes common knowledge, a repetition should be ruled out. 


Source: “Under Fire. The counter-revolution in the GDR”, Hanover 2009, ed.: 
offensive. 
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Comrade Domenico Losurdos “Escape from the 
History” — Critical Notes (1) 


Preliminary remark 


It deserves special attention when a well-known left-wing philosopher writes an 
extensive work with the openly announced intention of freeing the communists 
from the bad conscience that they were persuaded to have - he himself calls it 
"self-hatred" - and at the same time from the wrong judgment that they were also 
persuaded to make. All the evil that has happened to the communist movement 
and all the evil that is blamed on it comes from one man, Stalin. 


And it certainly deserves attention, but at the same time must cause considerable 
astonishment when a publication with such an aim is helped to achieve mass 
distribution by newspapers that are completely unfavorable to Stalin, such as the 


Do 


daily newspaper “Junge Welt” and the magazine “Marxistische Blatter”. “. 


Anyone who is interested in an unbiased presentation of the history of the 


communist movement can only be happy about it. And so | was happy when | held 
Part | of the Losurdo study in my hands on March 15th of this year. But the joy did 


not last because Losurdo's picture of the history of the communist movement had 
serious gaps and his theses on the causes of the fall of the Soviet Union had little 
to do with reality. 


However, | had no intention of commenting on it in writing. | just wanted to briefly 
outline my objections to Losurdo's portrayal in a letter to friends. But as | was 
writing, | felt the need not only to formulate the objections, but also to justify them 
and support them with historical facts. So these notes grew out of their letter form, 
of which only rudimentary remnants remained at the beginning, and increasingly 
into their current form. 
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In view of the wide distribution and the importance of the questions it deals with, the 
Losurdo study should receive a broad and thorough discussion. These comments 
would like to contribute to this. 


To Part I: “Escape from History?” 


| think you, as well as me, were immediately taken with Losurdo and his statements 
by his emphatic statement that the communists had no reason to be ashamed of 
their history. 


Losurdo finds the attitude of many communists towards the past of the communist 
movement abnormal and would like to use his series to help communists regain a 
normal, healthy, self-confident relationship with the past of their movement. One 
can talk about such an intention 

just be happy, and of course | did that too. 


But: It seems to me that Losurdo is wrong in the diagnosis and is therefore also 
wrong in the prescribed medicine. 


What disease does he see affecting the communist movement? About “self-hatred”. 
And how does this strange illness come about? 


“In the history of persecuted ethnic or religious groups we encounter a strange 
phenomenon. At a certain point, the victims also tend to adopt the oppressor's point 
of view and therefore begin to despise and hate themselves... But the phenomenon 
of self-hatred does not only affect ethnic and religious groups. It can also occur 
among social classes and political parties after a serious defeat... Unfortunately, 
self-hatred is also gaining a foothold in the ranks of those who, while continuing to 
call themselves communists, resolutely reject any idea that they have anything to 
do with a past which for them, as well as for their political opponents, is a synonym 
for depravity.” (p. 5 f.) 


There are probably a few questions to be asked here. First: If the “phenomenon of 
self-hatred” that can be traced through the centuries in human history always makes 
itself felt “at a certain point”, then this certain point should be examined and 
described in more detail. This is obviously a socio-psychological phenomenon. 
Insofar as “social classes and political parties” are also affected by it, Losurdo gives 
a reference to such a “certain point” in its emergence: “.after a difficult one 
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Defeat” this phenomenon is said to appear; For the communists it was a “cowardly flight 
from this history” as a “synonym for capitulation and denial of an autonomous identity.” 
(p. 6) 


So with this diagnosis we remain in the social psychological field. But even more: 
according to Losurdo, this self-hatred leads to the slogan: “Back to Marx!”, and with that — 
also according to Losurdo — to a religious rather than a political behavior: “The return to 
Marx is clearly a religious phrase.” (p. 10) 


More on that later. But first, let’s talk about the diagnosis of “self-hatred” and its supposed 
origins. | don't know of any communist whose attitude would fit this diagnosis of "self- 
hatred", even if he is an anti-Stalinist, no matter how staunchly he is. | also don’t know 
any communist who “decisively rejects any idea” that it could have anything “to do with 
the past”, the history of the communist movement from 1917 onwards, from the October 
Revolution. The demonization of Stalin and his politics has nothing to do with “self-hatred” 
as hatred of one's own movement, among the anti-Stalinists, whom | can nevertheless 
and despite everything accept as communists - and they basically represent the majority 
of communists in Europe . This attitude of theirs is completely misdiagnosed as “self- 
hatred,” and the “certain point” of its origin is by no means “the severe defeat” of the 
communist movement. 


No, the “certain point” at which in the communist movement “the position of the 
oppressors” was “made one’s own” is, as Losurdo also knows, since in Part VI of his 
study he speaks of Khrushchev’s “model of de-Stalinization” — almost 50 years before 
this defeat and can be precisely named: It was the XXth. Congress of the CPSU, and it 
was by no means the ordinary members who “made the position of the oppressors their 
own”, but rather it was a leadership clique with Khrushchev and Mikoyan at the top, who 
were now actually making victims of their demonization of Stalin and the communists 
Implanted in Soviet citizens the imperialist oppressors' point of view about Stalin and his 
rule as the only communist point of view that expresses the truth. This was by no means 
an “escape from history”, as diagnosed by Losurdo, but rather the imposition of a 
falsification of history by a gang of forgers who at least adopted their assessment - if not 
more - from imperialism. 


And Losurdo also gives a completely wrong picture when he uses the slogan of “return to 
Marx” as the slogan of people who “decades and decades of an incredibly dense historical 
epoch, from October to the Chinese and Cuban revolutions, are insignificant and 
meaningless in view of the 'authentic' already proclaimed once and for all in holy 
scriptures. 
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“Message of Salvation”. If he means the people who no longer want to talk about 
Marxism-Leninism, but only about Marxism, then he is actually only referring to 

people who have broken with the communist movement and at best Marx's “method”, 
but not his doctrine of the class struggle up to its climax, the establishment of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, a limited justification, such as the “democratic socialists”. 


But where communists raise the demand: “Back to Marx!”, this is usually directed 
against those currents that want to social democratize or have already social 
democratized the communist parties through “renewal,” “mutation,” or “reconstruction” 
(perestroika). . Your “Back to Marx!” is by no means a religious phrase, but a rallying 
cry in defense of the revolutionary content of the communist movement. (The real 
reason for Losurdo's aversion to the slogan “Back to Marx!” only becomes fully 
apparent towards the end of his study.) 


As much as it is to be welcomed that Losurdo highlights Lenin and the communist 
movement since the October Revolution as inseparable from the identity of 
communists, it is equally strange that in this Part | he does not say a word about the 
“certain point” at which the The actual elimination of Leninism from the communist 
movement began, i.e. about the XXth century. Party congress of the CPSU. 


Losurdo's misdiagnosis corresponds to his healing recipe: 


“It is only natural that a debacle of historic proportions encourages religious-type 
attitudes. However, remaining in this position would be catastrophic. “The communists, 
if they do not want to condemn themselves to impotence and subalternity, must 
recapture the ability to think and act in political terms.” (p. 12) 


Who will be helped by such advice? Which communist can feel addressed by it as 
an addressee and find it helpful as a guide? 


It seems to me that the slogan is “Back to Marx!” but considerably more helpful because it 
contains more content and is easier to understand. 


To Part Il: “Implosion or Third World War?” 


When | read it for the first time, | felt the same way as | did with Part I: | happily 
agreed because | thought we agreed, because Losurdo goes against those who claim that 
Socialism has perished because of its inability to survive, and points against it 
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how much trouble imperialism itself had to use its entire infernal arsenal to finally 
achieve its goal against the SU. 


But on a second, more thorough reading, you realize that his argument is not based 
on a thorough analysis of the actual process, but rather on an almost aphoristic pairing 
of opposites; in Part I: “Almost religious self-hatred of political thinking”, now, in Part Il: 
“Implosion or Third World War?” 

Losurdo chooses the answer he takes from Eric Hobsbawm: “World War III”. 


His characterization of the category of “implosion” as an apologetic myth of capitalism 
and imperialism that serves to “crown the victors” is apt. (p. 19) But the justification of 
the “Third World War” thesis does not stand up to the test of historical facts. 


Losurdo's first step in justifying this designation: The "Cold War" cannot be called "cold" 
since it is "clearly already underway while the Second World War is still raging" and it 
is "ultimately inappropriate to call a war 'cold' that begins with Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 


(2) 


The Third World War began with the USA dropping atomic bombs, not so much against 
Japan as against the Soviet Union. Why not with the failure to keep the promise of 
opening the second front in 1942? 


Why is Losurdo seen as the opening of a new war, when in reality it is just a continuation 
of what began with the invasion of the 14 powers against the young Soviet power and 
was never stopped, not even during the entire period of the common struggle in the 
anti-Hitler era? Coalition? The turning point “beginning of the 3rd century”. 

World War II with Hiroshima and Nagasaki” is completely arbitrary. 


The justification for the term “Third World War” is necessarily extremely poor: “It is a 
war that not only periodically gets hotter in different areas of the globe, but that at some 
moments threatens to get so hot that the entire or almost the entire planet catches fire.” 


What is the frontline like in this Third World War? Who is leading it against whom? How 
does Losurdo, for example, fit the formation of a joint front by the USA and the Soviet 
Union against the People's Republic of China from 1960 at the latest into this scheme? 
And even more astonishing: Losurdo mentions that “especially since the beginning of 
the Cold War” the USA has deployed another weapon, namely “an ideological and 
propaganda front” against the Soviet Union, to “decompose the social 
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Consensus basis of the Soviet regime” - but again he doesn't say a word about the 
ideological weapon by which this consensus basis of Soviet society was most fatally 
destroyed: namely, by the infiltration of revisionism. 

Revisionism does not appear at all in Losurdo as a factor in the decomposition of socialist 
society. Consequently, there is no reference to the necessity of fighting revisionism in the 
communist movement. Instead, this at the end of Part Il: It is “necessary to carry through 
to the end the criticism of subalternity and religious primitivism that took root in the 
communist movement in the wake of the defeat.” (p. 19) 


Losurdo must be dealing with a completely different communist movement than we are: for 
him, the starting point of the confusion in the communist movement is always the defeat of 
1989/90. But we have experienced that the spiritual confusion - or more precisely: the 
revisionist disintegration of the communist parties - began in 1956 and made the defeat 
possible in the first place. So Losurdo swaps cause and effect. 


Therefore, in my opinion, his comments are not helpful, but rather make it difficult to 
understand the nature of the illness and the path to recovery. 


This especially applies to the following part. 


To Part Ill: “The lack of autonomy and historical 
Memory" 


When | first read Parts | and II | initially had the impression that they largely agreed with 
my views, but the starting point that Losurdo chose here surprised me. In this part he 
describes, using many examples, that the left, including the communists, “by and large 
subscribe to the dominant ideology”; and he wonders: “It is as if an ideological Hiroshima 
had destroyed the ability of large parts of the international communist movement to think 
independently.” (p. 20) 


Losurdo and the lack of historical memory 


Now the wonder for the reader is: Is Losurdo so young that he saw the “ideological (and 
political!) Hiroshima” of the communist movement and the severe shock it emanated from 
the entire world communist movement, namely the 20th century? Party congress of the 
CPSU, at which for the first time the first man of Lenin's party did not give an independent 
communist assessment of the history of his own party, but rather the assessment in 
essential parts 
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the enemies of the Soviet Union took over? But even then he must have taken note 
of Khrushchev's speeches and the materials of the subsequent heated debates 
against revisionism at the International Conferences of 1957 and 1960, not to 
mention the criticism of Togliatti, who attested to Khrushchev that his Stalin 
-Condemnation lies “outside the intellectual power of judgment proper to Marxism”! 
And he must also be aware of how different, even opposite, Gomulka, this patron 
child of Khrushchev, on the one hand, and Togliatti on the other, a follow-up event 
of the 20th century. Party congress, the coup-like strike of the Poznan workers in 
June 1956: In the “Unita” of July 3, 1956, Togliatti wrote: “The enemy exists. He is 
strong, active, and shows no mercy. The events in Poland remind us of this with 
particular urgency. How many rifles and machine guns can you put into operation if 
you spend $125 million a year? So the enemy exists. However, it also works in other 
places to divert us from our path, to confuse and disintegrate, to distort reality and to 
hinder the progress of socialism by all possible means.” 


So much for the Leninist Togliatti. And how did the revisionist Gomulka, who was put 
back in the saddle as party leader by Khrushchev, assess the same event at the 8th 
Plenum of the Polish Party in October 1956? “It would be very naive to make the 
hopeless attempt to portray the bitter tragedy of Poznan as the work of imperialist 
agents and provocateurs.” So long before the defeat of 1989/90, the voice of the 
revisionist Gomulka, who transports the “ruling imperialist ideology”, rose against the 
voice of Togliatti, who maintained his independent thinking as a Marxist-Leninist! 


But Losurdo seems, from all the evidence, that the association of a certain type of 
communist with “the ruling (imperialist) 

Ideology” already on and in the wake of the XXth century. The party congress of the 
CPSU never heard or noticed anything, although it is inconceivable that it remained 
hidden from him that the seeds for the destruction of the Italian party were laid at the 
latest with the transition to “Eurocommunism’, and in any case for a long time before 
the disaster of 1989/90, which he repeatedly demonstrates as triggering confusion 
and the “loss of sovereignty” among the communists. 


He seeks the explanation for the phenomenon of “a communist movement with no 
or at best limited sovereignty” (p. 21), which he only noticed since the defeat, not in 
processes within this movement, but in an overwhelming force outside it. 
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Carl Schmitt as an aid to understanding the “limited sovereignty” of the 
communists 


He thanks the “ultra-reactionary and brilliant lawyer Carl Schmitt” for his success in this search and his 
statement: “Whoever decides on the state of emergency is sovereign.” Losurdo believes that Schmitt's 
formula “can not only help to understand the concrete functioning of a constitutional order... but also the 
life and the real degree of autonomy of a political movement.” (p. 20) 


It serves to mark the “genius” of this indeed ultra-reactionary, namely fascist constitutional lawyer Carl 
Schmitt, that he used his sentence, quoted with approval by Losurdo, on the occasion of the murders of 
June 30, 1934 - (of the SA boss Röhm, the former second man after Hitler, Gregor Strasser, the former 
Reich Chancellor and Reichswehr chief Kurt von Schleicher and many others) - concretized as follows: 
“The Fuhrer protects the law from the worst abuse when, at the moment of danger, he directly creates 
justice as the highest court by virtue of his leadership ... The true leader is always also a judge. Judgment 


flows from leadership... The leader himself determines the content and scope of his actions.” (German 
legal newspaper from August 1, 1934) 


So with this Schmitt's help, Losurdo was able to enlighten us about where it came from that communists 
lost their independent judgment. This is quite a strange procedure: for Losurdo, it is not Marx and Lenin 
and their exposure of the connection between capitalism/imperialism and opportunism that are the key 
to understanding that in the communist movement, many of those who belong to it, instead of the 
independent communist assessments, those of those in power are adopted, but rather this one sentence 
from the fascist constitutional lawyer: “Sovereign is whoever decides on the state of emergency.” As if 
the abandonment of the class standpoint and the transition to the standpoint of the class opponent — 


because the phenomenon described by Losurdo is nothing else - would only be limited to situations of 
emergency! 


But precisely this: The fact that it is a question of the abandonment of the class position is concealed 
and denied by Losurdo when he writes: “This results in the unfortunate fact of a communist movement 
with no or at best limited sovereignty. If sovereign is the one who decides on the state of emergency, 
then it is clear that the sovereign par excellence sits in Washington; and its sovereignty is so complete 
and absolute that it can limit and even eliminate the independent judgment of circles, press organs and 
movements that see themselves as communist...” (p. 21) Yes, why should one still talk about a 
Khrushchev and reasoning with a Gorbachev, 
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when, thanks to the brilliant Carl Schmitt, one has recognized that all the evil of one's own 
movement comes from the superior power of the sovereign in Washington! 


But what remains to be done then? Losurdo shows the way again: “The communists are 
called upon to finally free themselves from the limited sovereignty that the victors in the 
Cold War or the 'Third World War' would like to perpetuate.” (p. 24) Whether this advice 
from Losurdo is sufficient seems very doubtful in view of the fact that even he himself has 
not succeeded in following it, since in assessing the events in Hungary in the fall of 1956 he 
himself follows the judgment of the Almighty Sovereign, instead of the independent 
communist judgment. As is well known, this goes as follows: In Hungary, a bloody counter- 
revolution against the socialist order was suppressed by the intervention of the Soviet 
troops. But how does Losurdo judge these events? “The thirtieth anniversary of the 
Hungarian uprising” (uprising, not counter-revolution, says Losurdo!) “was reason to 
remember the Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956; Logically and dutifully, the communists 
engaged in profound and merciless self-criticism.” (p. 23) “The Communists”? He obviously 
means those who agreed with the Washington sovereign in praising the “uprising” and 
condemning its suppression, but not those who maintained their independent communist 
standpoint. 


He cannot now simply accuse those communists whose adoption of the standpoint of US 
imperialism is good for a lack of sovereignty in judgment without hurting himself; But he 
now reproaches them for the fact that - in contrast to himself - they only judged with “limited 
sovereignty”, accusing them of not recognizing the anniversaries of the atrocities of the 
other side in the same way, for example the Kuomintang in 1947, the USA in 1989 in 
Panama, used for corresponding convictions. “One can probably say that the left and quite 
a few communists today only have limited sovereignty with regard to their historical 
perception and their historical memory.” (p. 23) You can say that, but you don't get to the 
heart of the matter, the loss of class consciousness or the abandonment of the class 
position. And it certainly doesn't explain the causes, as unfortunately Losurdo's historical 
memory is also surprisingly incomplete. Why else was he missing a hint that none other 
than Gorbachev gave an almost unbelievable sign of submission to the sovereign in 
Washington by borrowing a top manager from the US President's staff in the summer of 
1990 in order to be able to govern better? In “New Germany” from 16/17. In June 1990, 
Klaus Steiniger reported: “Bush appoints trainer... President Bush's right-hand man - John 
H. Sununu - will be for 
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move to the Moscow Kremlin for a while. The experienced... political manager should 


impart his experience to Gorbachev's staff in building an effective presidential office and 
in working with parliament." 


In view of such shameful subjugation rituals by the first man of the Soviet Union, why does 
Losurdo wonder about “the unfortunate fact of a communist movement with no or at best 
limited sovereignty”? 


To Part IV: “The Years of Lenin and Stalin” 


Anyone who sees the restoration of the historical truth about Stalin's role as a prerequisite 
for the restoration of a unified, Marxist-Leninist world communist movement freed from 
revisionism can be happy about this part. And this despite the fact that in this part too, 
one cannot agree with all of Losurdo's views. Here too, his approach is not that of a 
Marxist, but of a sociologist who relies largely on Marx and Lenin, but also on bourgeois 
sociologists such as Max Weber. This is evident, for example, in the fact that he bases his 
defense of the work of Lenin and Stalin on a variant of the totalitarianism theory. 


Losurdo's theory of totalitarianism and his “on the one hand-on the other hand” defense 
of the Soviet Union 


Part IV begins like this: 


“You cannot separate the history of the USSR from its international context. Far more 
than the burdensome Asian tradition, the terror - first Lenin, then Stalin - points to the 
totalitarianism that has begun to spread worldwide since the outbreak of the second Thirty 
Years' War." (? 

What is meant by this remains unexplained) "as the state, even in liberal countries, 
assumes the ‘legitimate power over life, death and freedom' (Max Weber)." (p. 

25) The “constitutive features of totalitarianism” such as “the abandonment of the principle 


of individual responsibility” and “the phenomenon of personalization of power” can be 
noted on both sides. 


Losurdo explains the brutality of the struggle of the capitalist powers against the Soviet 
Union and the sharpness of their resistance not as a consequence of the class struggle, 
the struggle between imperialism and socialism, but as a consequence of the entry into 
the “age of totalitarianism”, in which war was also considered “ “total war” is waged. 
Losurdo doesn't mind that in the least 
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to adopt the formulations that the imperialist and revisionist anticcommunists use to describe the Soviet 
Union and its leaders: “The dictatorship of Lenin and Stalin”; “the barbarism (an enormous gulag) of 
the Stalin period”; “the darkest years of Stalinism”; “the crimes of Lenin and Stalin”. He does not make 
it clear that these formulations defamely distort the nature of the Soviet state, the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, but he defends the Soviet Union and its leaders like a lawyer, arguing something like this: 
“But remember that the other side is at least as bad, if "It's not even worse, and think about how much 
good my clients have done!" 


Losurdo reads it like this: “The Soviet Union (is) forced to cope with a permanent exceptional situation... 
Lenin's dictatorship and, despite all their differences, Stalin's dictatorship agree on the essential point 
that they are confronted with this total war and with that permanent state of emergency in the Soviet 
Union... It must be said straight away, and this even applies to the Stalinist period, that terror is only 
one side of the coin. 


The other: As a result of the cruel and large-scale repression of those years, tens of thousands of 
Stakhanov workers became factory directors... One understands nothing about the Stalin period if one 
does not consider the mixture of barbarism (an enormous gulag) and social advancement on a large 
scale that was characteristic of it keeps in mind. The history of the exercise of power under Lenin and 
Stalin is not a chapter that communists should be ashamed of...” (p. 25) 


This last sentence appears, upon cursory reading, to be more pleasant than it actually is, because, 
read carefully, it means: The communists must be ashamed of the exercise of power under Lenin and 
Stalin, but not only and not above all. 


| think what many communists have lost and what they urgently need to regain is pride in the 
achievements of Soviet power in the years of Lenin and Stalin, a pride from which they lived until the 
20th century. Party congress were fully justified. The Soviet power fought against imperialism, which, 
in order to eliminate socialism, did not shy away from the worst crimes, fascism and mass murder by 
dropping the atomic bomb. To put it in the words of the poet in his “In Praise of Communism”: 


The exploiters call it a crime 
But we know 
He is the end of crimes. 
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When the strangulated Soviet power, in its fight for its survival, which was at the 
same time a fight for the war-free and exploitation-free future of humanity, in 
certain situations no longer saw any other choice than to defend itself with means 
that contradicted its own nature, then Our regret and sadness over the victims of 
excessive defense should not cloud our view of the fact that this item also belongs 
in the guilt book of imperialism that let fascism off the chain against the Soviet 
Union. | miss this clear position in Losurdo because of his “on the one hand, on 
the other hand” line of argument: “on the one hand you have to be ashamed of 
her, but on the other hand she has achieved admirably great things”. (Incidentally, 
Losurdo proves the latter with a detailed quote from a lecture given by Stalin in 
1924.) 


This legal line of “on the one hand-on the other” is also contained in the 
formulation: “Even in the darkest years of Stalinism, the international communist 
movement played a progressive role - not only in the colonies but also in the 
developed capitalist countries.” (p. 28) And: 

"Any honest historian can recognize that 'Stalinism" - nota bene: here Losurdo 
writes this anti-communist term in quotation marks for the first and probably only 
time - "with all its horrors, is a chapter of that emancipation process that is the 
‘Third Reich, who gave the impetus for decolonization and the fight against anti- 
Semitic and anti-Camitic racism.” (3) And Losurdo underlines this characterization 
of the world-historical achievement of the Soviet Union and Stalin: “Can one even 
imagine the radical changes in the debate about 'race’ and 'racism' without the 
contribution of Stalin's USSR?” (p. 30) How this can come together - the "darkest 
years of Stalinism" and the most powerful contributions to the liberation of 
humanity from the blackest spawn of imperialism - Losurdo feels no more 
compelled to explain than all the other accusers of "Stalinism". 


In the course of the second line of legal defense of the Soviet Union, the argument 
that the other side is by no means better, in fact worse than the Soviet one, 
Losurdo primarily compiles facts that prove the inhumanity of leading imperialist 
politicians such as Churchill and Clinton, in order to then to ask: “So by what logic 
can one claim that the crimes of Lenin and Stalin were worse than those of 
Clinton?... 

Why should a future historian consider the US presidents to be more 'humane' 
than those who led the USSR during one of the most tragic periods in world 
history?" (p. 31) 
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Isn't this a "defense" that actually insults the socialist Soviet Union? 


Losurdo continues: “The attitude of certain communists seems very strange or philistine, 
who on the one hand demonize Stalin, but on the other hand want to see Clinton as an 
exponent of the, albeit moderate, 'left'.” (p. 

31) We definitely agree with this, but at the same time the question arises again: Why is 
the name of the person who began demonizing Stalin and promoting confidence in the 


President of the USA, then Eisenhower, not mentioned here? 
the name of Nikita Khrushchev? 


Losurdo further states: “Today we are witnessing a kind of colonization of the historical 
consciousness of the communists.” (p. 32) Why only today? And why “colonization”? The 
repression of Marxist-Leninist, independent communist thinking began - bad enough that 
it has to be repeated again and again - not only today and not from outside, but from the 
highest internal authority of the communist movement, on the XXth century. Party congress 
of the CPSU. This disorientation of the communist consciousness, misinterpreted by 
Losurdo as “colonization,” is not successfully combated by “proving” that imperialism is in 
no way more humane than real socialism, but rather by the uncompromising proclamation 
of the by no means new truth: Imperialism embodies the most inhumane training of the 
world exploitative society. Socialism - as long as it has not been denatured by revisionism 
- was and is, despite its immaturity and its mistakes and shortcomings, the only humane 
social order since the beginning of human history that guarantees the elementary human 
right to a life without war, exploitation and existential fear. 


This statement is missing from Losurdo. 


To Part V: “Why was the 'Third World War' lost?” 


Of all the parts so far, this is the most astonishing: Losurdo obviously experienced a 
completely different story than we did. Events that we have experienced as deeply 
impactful do not occur to him at all, but on the other hand, events that he alone seems to 
have noticed or perceived as central play a central role for him. 


For Losurdo, it is clear that the history of the years since Hiroshima and Nagasaki is the 
history of a “Third World War,” in which the United States and its allies are the victors and 
the Soviet Union and its allies are the vanquished. It sounds 
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initially quite true. But if we GDR citizens remember that our state was handed over 
to the Federal Republic by our “big brother” the Soviet Union, headed by 
Gorbachev, Kohl's first-name friend, - for which the Soviet Union rewarded us with 
19 billion German marks - then it becomes clear that Losurdo's interpretation of 
history makes things far too easy for himself. 


Losurdo's entire presentation is flawed in every part because he does not want to 
accept that imperialism has achieved its victory and was only able to achieve it 
because it found allies in the opposing, socialist camp. All the facts supporting this 
are missing from his account. Of course, this creates gaps in explanation. He fills 
these with interpretations of events that, in his opinion, reveal the real causes of the 
defeat. It is up to the reader to judge whether they really do. 


Losurdo: Imperialism has won on all three fronts 


According to Losurdo, the victorious USA won the “Third World War” because they 
were superior on all three fronts: on the diplomatic-military, on the economic, but 
above all on the most important, decisive, on the ideological front. 


Losurdo describes the events on the first, the diplomatic-military front, as follows: 
“The victors succeeded in unhinging the political-military order of battle of their 
enemies.” (p. 33) What does that mean? “Five years after the break with the USSR 
in 1953, Yugoslavia was integrated into the ‘defensive position of the West' as a 
kind of corresponding member of NATO due to its signing of the 'Balkan Pact’ 
concluded with Turkey and Greece.” (p. 33) 


Khrushchev, Tito's Yugoslavia and People's China 


If the way in which Tito Yugoslavia was “incorporated” into the Western pact system 
almost without its own will is quite strange, the fact that Losurdo used Yugoslavia’s 
entry into the US-led military pact system as an example of this is even more 
strange states that the “victors succeeded in unhinging the political-military order of 
battle of their enemies”. 


For Losurdo, Yugoslavia was therefore part of the “order of battle” of the socialist 
countries. But at no point in the years of the “Cold War” was it: during the short 
period of its membership in the Information Office of the Communist and Workers' 
Parties (1947-1948) it played, 
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just as later after the “reconciliation” of 1955, the role of a “Trojan horse of 
imperialism,” as Khrushchev was forced to admit after the Hungarian events of 
1956. (4) With the Information Office resolution of 1948, Tito was faced with the 
decision to clearly choose the camp of the socialist countries and to end his 
opaque seesaw policy between East and West. By joining the Balkan Pact, Tito 
made it clear that he was an ally of the imperialist West, the “order of battle” of 
the socialist strata was not “unhinged”, but rather strengthened because it was 
freed from a factor of uncertainty. Khrushchev's “reconciliation” with Tito wiped 
out this gain and brought the Trojan Horse back into his own camp, with the result 
that the previously fixed, unshakable order of battle was now actually disrupted - 
autumn 1956 in Poland and Hungary - and the imperialist one Opponents were 
given more and more opportunities to completely “unhinge” them. 


Losurdo, however, has something else to offer as a second example of how “the 
victors” succeeded in “unhinging” the “order of battle” of the socialist camp: “Since 
the 1970s, the Chinese-American rapprochement has begun to form a 'de facto 
alliance’ against the USSR, which the latter in turn seeks to win over the USA for 
a ‘quasi-alliance against China’." (p. 33) By allowing the dispute between the 
CPSU and the Chinese Communist Party to begin in the 1970s and portraying 


China as the initiator, Losurdo commits a gross distortion of actual history. 


And what, according to Losurdo, is the reason for China's departure from the 
USSR? According to his account, it is the disappointment over China's insufficient 
support from the Soviet Union against the USA in China's efforts to regain the 
two islands of Quemoi and Matsu. The USSR had given China an inadequate 
protection assurance against the USA, “limited to its mainland territory,” forcing 
China to abandon the goal of recovering these islands. “So loyal subordination to 
the USSR no longer seemed to the Chinese leaders to be the way to regain 
national unity and end the period of colonial humiliation.” (p. 33 f.) 


It's quite astonishing: If you read Losurdo, then an estrangement between the 
Soviet Union and People's China only took place “in the 1970s”; before that, 
China “subordinated itself loyally to the USSR”! But first: At no point in its 
existence was there a “loyal subordination” of People’s China to the USSR. One 
can only wonder how Losurdo came to be like this 
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assessment can be made. Secondly, it cannot have escaped Losurdo's attention 
that the beginning of the CPC's disagreements with the Khrushchev leadership of 
the CPSU dates back to the 1970s, as they date back to the 20th century. 
Congress of the CPSU and after became clear; And it cannot have escaped 
Losurdo's attention that Khrushchev brutally broke with People's China and Albania 
in 1960/61. "In July 1960, the Soviet government suddenly unilaterally decided to 
recall all Soviet specialists working in China within a month, thereby tearing up 
hundreds of agreements and 

contracts.” (5) Not from outside, through the USA, but above all through this break, 
the “order of battle” of the socialist camp was irreparably weakened. 


Why is this most disastrous weakening of the socialist side not mentioned? Maybe 
not because it absolutely cannot be fitted into the scheme of the “Third World War” 
of imperialism against the entire socialist camp? And why do we not learn the least 
from Losurdo about the beginning, course and subject of the differences between 
the CPC and the leadership of the CPSU? 


From him we learn nothing about the fact that Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese Communist Party have been in 
power since the XXth century. Party congress fought against the line of Khrushchev and his successors: 


— on the question of Stalin’s assessment. The Chinese Communist Party published a document 
about this: “On the Stalin question. Second Commentary on the Open Letter of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU (September 13, 1963)”; (6) 


— on the question of the assessment of Tito and Yugoslavia. The CPC published the 
document: “Is Yugoslavia a socialist state? Third Commentary on the Open Letter 
of the Central Committee of the CPSU (September 26, 1963)”; (7) 


— on the question of the general line of the foreign policy of socialist states. To this 
end, the CPC published the documents: “A Proposal for the General Line of the 
International Communist Movement (June 14, 1963)” and “Two Completely Opposite 
Types of Policy of Peaceful Coexistence. Sixth Commentary on the Open Letter of 
the Central Committee of the CPSU (December 12, 1963)”. (8th) 


Nor do we learn anything about the fact that at the International Conferences of the 
Communist and Workers' Parties in Moscow in 1957 and 1960, the Chinese 
delegation, with the support of other parties, prevailed against Khrushchev, not as 
he wanted, "dogmatism" but as it corresponded to the actual situation , ‘modern 
revisionism’, i.e. Tito-style revisionism, was declared the main danger in the 
communist movement. (9) A mention of the bitter struggle against the 
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One will look in vain for revisionism in the communist movement in all seven parts 
of Losurdo's large-scale review of the history of the communist movement over the 
last half-century. 


Losurdo finds another explanation for the half-hearted support of China by the 
USSR: “If not the use of armed force, then the threat of it, and especially the threat 
of nuclear weapons, had a decisive influence on the development of the Third 
World War ' influenced." (p. 34) 


This statement is then followed, somewhat surprisingly, by a register of sins from 
the “socialist camp”: “All of this does not make the responsibility, mistakes and 
crimes of the socialist camp smaller, on the contrary: it makes them clearer.” (p. 34) 


Losurdo's register of sins of the socialist camp 


And what does Losurdo accuse the socialist camp of as a “crime”? We would have 
liked to have known that - but Losurdo avoids an answer to this question with the 
following formulation, which leaves the reader completely unclear as to whether he 
should understand and classify the events mentioned as mistakes, crimes or just 

as “moments of crisis”. : “Lets take a quick look at the serious moments of crisis. 
1948: USSR breaks with Yugoslavia. 1956: Invasion of Hungary. 1968: Invasion 

of Czechoslovakia. 1969: Bloody incidents on the border between USSR and China. 


Barely avoided at this point, war between countries claiming socialism became a 
tragic reality a decade later with the clash, first of Vietnam and Cambodia, then of 
China and Vietnam. 

1981: Martial law in Poland to forestall possible ‘fraternal’ intervention by the USSR 
and to keep an opposition movement under control, 

which also finds broad support because it appeals to the national identity that has 
been violated by Big Brother.” (p. 34) 


Here we sit, left alone by Losurdo with the questions of whether it was a mistake 
or even a crime to bring the murderous Pol Pot regime in Cambodia to a violent 
end through Vietnam, a mistake or a crime to prevent Hungary, Czechoslovakia 
and Poland not already in 1956, 1968 

and were abandoned to imperialism in 1981; Because even Losurdo can have no 
doubt that Imre Nagy, Ota Sik and Walesa did not want “better socialism”, but 
rather the liquidation of socialism and the restoration of capitalism in their country. 
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We have seen that Losurdo has not noticed, and in any case does not consider it 
worth mentioning, that the disputes in the communist movement since 1956 have 
been primarily about the question: sticking to Marxism-Leninism - or moving over 
to the positions of “modern revisionism’ as it found its theoretical and practical 
expression in the program and practice of the Tito party in Yugoslavia. “The facts 
of the past seven years clearly show that the current disagreements in the 
international communist movement are differences on the question of adhering to 
the Marxist-Leninist line or the revisionist line,” states the CPC. (10) 


Losurdo fills the blank space in his text by declaring the “national question” to be 
the central question of the conflicts between the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries and the Soviet Union's mistakes in dealing with this question 
as a decisive factor in the debacle of the socialist camp. 


The place of the national question in Marxism and Losurdo 


“For different reasons, what all of these crises have in common is that the national 
question plays a central role. It is no coincidence that the dissolution of the 
socialist camp began on the periphery of the “empire,” in countries that had long 
been dissatisfied with the limited sovereignty imposed on them.” (p. 34) 


Again, Losurdo's picture of the history of “real socialism” needs to be corrected: it 
is simply not true that the “dissolution of the socialist camp” began “on the 
periphery”. The drift of Poland and Hungary in October 1956 was not the beginning 
of the “dissolution”, but rather a consequence of the 20th century. Party congress 
and the replacement of the old, “Stalinist” Polish and Hungarian party leadership 
by the Tito allies Gomulka and Imre Nagy, promoted by Khrushchev. 

The “dissolution”, or more correctly said: the decomposition of the socialist camp 
began in 1956 (and not just 1990!) in its center and from there - first very strongly 
under Khrushchev, then more slowly under Brehshnew, but then with full force 
under Gorbachev - pushed to the end. 


A truly Marxist analysis would have to depend on the dependence of the treatment 
of the national question on the fundamental decision: “Marxism-Leninism or 
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“Revisionism as a guide for politics” and show this dependency based on the facts. 


Where Marxism-Leninism is the guide, even the most extreme test imaginable of 
the solution found to the national question, as it was imposed on the Soviet Union 
in the Second World War, is successfully passed. Where revisionism is the guide, 
nationalism in all its forms will spring up again and destroy the unity that has 
already been achieved. The revisionists of the leading nation fuel great power 
chauvinism, and the revisionists of the smaller states - such as Gomulka in Poland, 
Imre Nagy in Hungary - 

use the old nationalism to disintegrate the socialist and internationalist 
consciousness in the masses. Revisionism and nationalism are just as inseparable 


as Marxism-Leninism and internationalism. 


How far from the real context Losurdo's declarations of collapse are becomes 
particularly clear in the following sentences: “And inside the USSR, the decisive 
impetus for the eventual collapse, even before the obscure 'coup' of August 1991, 
was the turmoil in the Baltic states Republics to which socialism was ‘exported’ in 
1939/40: In a sense, the national question, which made a significant contribution 
to the victory of the October Revolution, also sealed the end of the historical cycle 
that began in October.” (p. 34) 


Again, a claim that is not true. It would be correct to say: The October Revolution 
created the conditions for the solution of the national question in the previous 
tsarist prison of nations; The abandonment of Marxism-Leninism as the basis of 
the Soviet government's policy also caused national differences to flare up again, 
which in turn accelerated the collapse of the Soviet Union. 


Apparently Losurdo did not follow the Soviet press during the Perestroika period, 
otherwise he would not have missed the fact that the Soviet Union was beginning 
to disintegrate much earlier than he had registered. Deeply disturbed by this, the 
First Secretary of the Kemerovo Regional Committee of the CPSU, Melnikov, said 
- to give just one example - at a plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU on 
April 25, 1989: “To the Central Committee members, the party officials who deal 
with When dealing with questions of national relations... the question must be 
asked: How is it possible that the unity of our Soviet Union is in danger?” (11) By 
carefully reading the Soviet press in the Gorbachev Perestroika period, Losurdo 
could also have learned how consciously and systematically the Moscow center 
spread nationalism, especially in the Baltic countries 
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was incited. | am taking out the “Moscow News” in German from the 11th. 

November 1988, page 1, the front article in thick bars: “Latvia in transition. 

Popular Front mobilizes.” This article demonstrates in an exemplary manner the unity 
of revisionism and nationalism, the mixture of “democratic” and nationalist demagogy 
with which all anti-socialist forces were “mobilized” from the Moscow headquarters in 
order to use their help to defeat the “Stalinists”, i.e. the real communists, to 
disempower. 


At the founding congress of the so-called “Popular Front of Latvia” sharp nationalist 
demands were put forward, which were mildly criticized by the newspaper as “really 
too strong statements on the national question”. But then it goes on to say: “But the 
congress once again demonstrated that many questions for Latvia, where the most 
complicated demographic situation of the Baltic Sea republics exists, where the 
Latvians have been in recent years” — i.e. in the post-Stalin period! — “Already less 
than half of the republic's population, naturally acquire a national coloring. 

The striving for independence in dealing with such issues is also linked to the idea of 
converting the republic to full economic accounting, as well as the resolutions adopted 
by the Congress on de-Stalinization and on the democratization of relations between 
the state and the believers.” 


The article also quotes from the speech of the newly elected, i.e. Gorbachevist, First 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Latvian Communist Party, Janis Vagris: “l 
would like to name the main directions of my work: Firstly, this is the priority of 
agriculture... Secondly, the need to enforce the republic's economic independence... 
Only that would allow us to put an end to the barbarism of the authorities... and to 
stop migration (ie the immigration of non-Latvians, KG). And thirdly: Our republic 
must become a sovereign constitutional state.” 


This is a randomly selected number from the Moscow News. Indeed, if Losurdo had 
regularly followed the Soviet press during the Khrushchev and Gorbachev years, he 
could have realistically explained where what he rather unfortunately calls the “self- 
hatred” of communists was born and nurtured. Then he wouldn't have come up with 
the idea of attributing "the crumbling and debacle of the socialist camp" not to 
Gorbachev's work, but to Brezhnev and his "openly chauvinistic and hegemonic 
theory of the ‘international dictatorship of the proletariat’ and the limited sovereignty 
of officialdom." “Countries allied to the USSR”. 


It cannot and should not be disputed that since 1956, since the transition from 
Share the leadership of the CPSU and the state and the military leadership of the 
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Soviet Union on the track of revisionism, the foreign policy of the Soviet Union was no 
longer determined only by the desire to defend socialism and prevent the restoration of 
capitalism, but also increasingly by elements of securing supremacy in its own sphere of 
influence. But the great power chauvinism of the Soviet leadership only became a “debacle 
for the other socialist states when it decided - for the sake of its good relationship with the 
USA and the Federal Republic of Germany - to evade its treaty obligations from the 
Warsaw Treaty and allied itself with the Soviet Union To “release” peoples and states for 
the restoration of capitalism. Losurdo really could have rightfully recorded this as a crime - 
but it doesn't show up on his crime list. 


” 


A word about Losurdo's statement about the “export of socialism to the Baltic republics”. 
Here, too, one wishes that Losurdo would do more justice to the historical facts in his 
presentations. 

Then in the case of the Baltic republics he would have had to take into account: 


Firstly: that the October Revolution had also led to the formation of Soviet governments in 
the Baltic countries that were then part of Russia, which were overthrown with the help of 
German and Allied forces and thereby separated the Baltic states from 

Soviet Russia had been separated by force; 


secondly: that the peaceful repatriation of these states in 1940 in the wake of 
Non-aggression treaty with Germany marked the foreign victory at the time 
Interventions and the domestic counter-revolution over the will of the 


corrected the masses of the people and subsequently helped this will to succeed; 


third: that the annexation of the Baltic states to the Soviet Union in 1940 
saved peoples from being trampled under the boot of German fascism back then; 


fourth: that this deprived German fascism of a staging area for its attack on the Soviet 
Union, and at the same time made the Soviet Union's defensive position more favorable in 
the event of an attack. 


If Losurdo had taken all of this into account, he would hardly have resorted to a formulation 
that came from the dictionary of the “demonizers” he was fighting against. 

could have been taken from Stalin. At this point | would like to point out Henri Barbusse's 
statements to Losurdo, the content of which was once self-evident common property of all 
friends of the Soviet Union; In his book about Stalin he wrote: “... and it must be said here 
again that only the intervention of the German troops made it possible for the counter- 
revolution to establish itself in the border areas 
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and to overthrow Soviet power in Ukraine, Belarus, Finland and the Baltic States.” 
(12) Barbusse would certainly not have spoken of an “export of the revolution”, but 
would have eloquently expressed his satisfaction with the peaceful re-establishment 
of Soviet power in the Baltic states. 


So much for Losurdo's theses about the consistent superiority of imperialism on the 
diplomatic-military front. 


Losurdo's gaps in dealing with the economic front 


The second, the economic front, is only treated very briefly by Losurdo. 


His reason for this: It would be wrong to ignore the role of the economy 
to overestimate the collapse of socialism. From 1945 to 1950, according to US 


experts, the USSR itself performed a “small economic miracle”, and “in the years 
immediately afterwards” - i.e. in the years of the restoration period - the economy of 
the Soviet Union grew faster than that of the USA. From this and from the catastrophic 
collapse of production in the former socialist countries after 1991, Losurdo concludes 
“that economics cannot be the key to explaining the debacle of real socialism.” (p. 36) 


This statement is probably correct, but the reasoning behind it is not. Because 
Losurdo’s description of developments on the “economic front” is surprisingly 
incomplete. It only extends to the years “immediately” after 1950, so it ignores the 
years of the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras and even more so the years of 
Gorbachev's perestroika. If he had included them, then he would have found that the 
years of steep upswing after the Second World War were initially followed by a phase 
of flattening rise, which was replaced by a long phase of stagnation, which in turn 
passed into a phase of decline under Brezhnev, which then took on a catastrophic fall 
under Gorbachev. Here are just a few examples: 


In his speech at the aforementioned Central Committee meeting on April 25, 1989, 
First Secretary of the Krasnodar Regional Committee Poloskov, among others, stated: 
“Of course, it is becoming increasingly difficult to answer numerous questions. Citizens 
can still somewhat understand why there is no butter to buy. People listen to why 
there are no children's shoes, strollers or bicycles, but don't fully understand it. But 
people don't want to hear why there is no soap. There’s no way to explain that.” 


First Secretary of the Vladimir Regional Committee Bobovikov: “During the 
The candidates and their confidants received their own election campaign 
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The dissatisfaction of a significant part of the population about the open and hidden 
price increases, the disappearance of inexpensive goods from the range... can be 
felt. The increase in the money supply not covered by goods increased shortages, 
inflationary processes and created social tensions. Like many other areas, sugar was 
rationed here... Problems with soap and detergent arose before the elections. At the 
voter forums, the workers said indignantly: 'What kind of power is this, under which 


you don't even have anything to wash yourself with? We can't do our kids or laundry.” 


The candidate of the Politburo and First Secretary of the Leningrad Regional 
Committee, Solovyov, gave a drastic picture of the state of Soviet society: “A chronic 
deficit of manufactured goods and food has arisen in the country, which is also 
increasing. Inflation is increasing, and dissatisfaction with the solution to the housing 
issue, with the deterioration of the ecological situation, with the increase in crime and 
with other negative phenomena is growing... So far, the negatives have clearly 
outweighed the positives. The out-of-control growth in income not based on work, the 
basically legalized speculators, and the intensive exodus of skilled workers and 
specialists from state-owned companies are causing clear resentment among a large 
part of the population. What can be observed is an unprecedented imbalance in the 
economy and money in circulation. In a work collective | was asked directly: How long 
will we continue to be paid our wages in tram tickets, already punched?... The danger 
of group egoism in the production area is becoming increasingly clear. These are 
such mass phenomena as price increases for industrial goods and the removal of 
cheap products from the production range... The unfounded opinion has developed 
among some young people that the CPSU is a party of 'mistakes and crimes against 
the people’. In most work collectives, the prevailing view is that the changes of the 
last few years only... 


have brought advantages to clever people and racketeers.” (13) 


On September 5, 1990, the following note could be read in “Neues Deutschland”: 
“Despite a good harvest, bread shortage in Moscow”. It reported: “Despite the good 
harvest this year, there is a bread shortage in Moscow for the first time in a long time. 
Long queues have been forming in front of the bakeries for several days and the 
waiting time for a loaf of bread is already four hours, eyewitnesses reported. The 'Anti- 
Crisis Committee’, which was convened on Monday, emphasized in yesterday's 
‘Moskovskaya Pravda’ that the bread industry has all the means and raw materials to 
supply the Soviet capital with sufficient bread. A representative of Moscow's only 
bread factory stated on television that 
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“But only three out of twelve production units were functioning because the machines 
were outdated and the employees were careless.” Gorbachev's perestroika quickly 
ensured that people in the Soviet Union suffered from a shortage of the most basic 
everyday goods. 


If Losurdo is nevertheless right in his observation that economics cannot provide the 
key to explaining the debacle of socialism, it is not because the economic situation 
of the Soviet Union was not in a deep crisis, but because this crisis was theirs did not 
have its origins in economics, but was brought about by political leadership - 


although it should not be difficult to prove that it was brought about consciously and 
intentionally; Gorbachev has made the motive for this clear several times with 
statements in which he expressed that his socio-political ideal is not socialism, but 
bourgeois democracy. Firstly, we should remember his statement in Pravda on 
November 26, 1989 that the October Revolution was not a mistake because its 
alternative was not a bourgeois-democratic republic but a bloody military dictatorship; 
(14) secondly, his infamous interview in “Spiegel” on January 18, 1993, in which he 
literally stated that his political sympathies belonged to “social democracy and the 
idea of a welfare state along the lines of the Federal Republic of Germany”; (15) and 
finally to his remarks at the American University in Ankara in autumn 1999: “My goal 
in life was the destruction of communism...My ideal was the path of the social 
democratic parties.” (16) 


Anyone who wanted to turn the Soviet Union into a bourgeois republic had to first 
ensure that the masses found the existing order intolerable so that its abolition could 
no longer meet with any organized resistance. For this reason, not for the reason 
mentioned by Losurdo, it is not economics that is the key to explaining the “debacle”, 
but rather the policies of the party and state leadership at the time. 


But Losurdo sees it completely differently. It was not the policy of the Soviet 
leadership, but the ideology that ultimately made the difference: “We are forced to 
pay attention to the third front in the 'Third World War’, the ideological one.” (p. 36) 


So now to this third, the ideological front. 
The ideological front — after Losurdo and in reality 


On this front, the US had “the multimedia preponderance”, but it was — according to 
Losurdo — “not the most important thing”. “In the 50s (in which the rhythm of economic 
development of the USSR was very promising), proclaimed 
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Khrushchev simultaneously set the goal of communism and overtaking the USA: 
At that time, 'real socialism’ was so ideologically on the offensive that in the field 
of history and the philosophy of history, the fate of capitalism seemed to have 
already been sealed.” (p. 36) 


Apparently Losurdo accepts Khrushchev's dubious boasts - from the XXII. The 
1961 CPSU party congress was even included in the new party program, boasts 
that were just as low-class as his infamous slamming of his shoe on the table in 
the UN General Assembly - as evidence of an "ideological offensive". In truth, 
Khrushchev had already made a statement in February 1956 with his “secret 
speech” at the 20th Congress. Party congress - whose immediate widespread 
distribution abroad was ensured - provided imperialism with the material for a 
large-scale anti-communist ideological diversionary offensive; Since this speech 
and even more so after the events it caused in Poland and Hungary in the fall of 
1956, the communist movement found itself increasingly pushed politically and 
ideologically onto the defensive. It was only temporarily possible to go on the 
offensive again, namely thanks to the Soviet pioneering achievements with Sputnik 
in 1957 and Gagarin's first orbit of the earth in 1961 - achievements for which the 


foundation was laid during the Stalin years, but whose fruits are now seen by 
Khrushchev could complain. 


Losurdo's interpretations are always surprising because of their detachment from 
real historical events. First, he correctly states that "the following years and 
decades... have shown the unreal character of this view" - (about the imminent 
transition to communism); But then an untenable generalization follows: “The 
Soviet Union,” he says, “forced to drastically reduce its ambitions,” has proven 
incapable of “taking stock of its own history and thoroughly rethinking its own 
ideology: its leaders repeatedly asserted and again, rapid progress is being made 
towards the realization of communism - a communism understood in the fantastic 
way that often characterizes the definition handed down to us by Marx and 
Engels.” (p. 37) 


Losurdo's big discovery: Ultimately, the communism theory of Marx and Engels is 
to blame for the fall of the Soviet Union 


For Losurdo, the main reason for the Soviet Union's lagging behind on the 
ideological front is the adherence of its leaders, which only exists in his imagination, 
to the theory of communism of Marx and Engels, which he declared to be 


unrealistic. This theory developed in the “German Ideology” is fantastic; 
Communism understood in this way “does not just mean the end of... 
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state, but also the division of labor, in reality precedes work itself, and ultimately 
the disappearance of any form of power and duty.” (p. 37) 


There was a lack of ability to “thoroughly rethink one’s own ideology” (p. 

37). The Bolsheviks would have had a theory for seizing power. 

“But insofar as revolution aims not only at destroying the old order but also at 
establishing the new one, the Bolsheviks and the communist movement were 
essentially left without a revolutionary theory... There is... a serious gap here. It 
cannot be concluded with a return to Marx or to other classics. Here we are faced 
with a new, extraordinarily difficult but absolutely unavoidable task.” (p. 38) With 
this surprising statement, which says nothing less than this: that Lenin and the 
Bolsheviks had no revolutionary theory about the tasks of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, so the construction of socialism was purely pragmatic, free of theory 
Losurdo closes this part V. 


These statements by Losurdo on the third, ideological front, represent a whole 
tangle of misjudgments and errors that are quite difficult to untangle, but essential. 


The first question to be asked is why, in his treatment of the communism theory 
of Marx and Engels, Losurdo only refers to its earliest version in the "German 
Ideology" from 1845/46, instead of to the corresponding passages in the 
Communist Manifesto and in the Criticism of the Gotha Program, which are the 
texts that primarily underlie and underlie the communism discussion in the CPSU 
and in the communist movement. 


What is fantastic and unrealistic about the well-known prediction in the Communist 
Manifesto: 


“If class differences have disappeared in the course of development and all 
production is concentrated in the hands of associated individuals, public power 
loses its political character. Political violence in the true sense is the organized 
violence of one class to oppress another. If the proletariat necessarily unites into 
a class in the fight against the bourgeoisie, makes itself the ruling class through a 
revolution and, as the ruling class, violently abolishes the old production relations, 
then with these production relations it raises the conditions of existence of the 
class antagonism, the classes in general and thus its own Rule as a class. The 
old bourgeois society with its classes and class antagonisms is replaced by an 
association in which the free development of each is the condition for the free 
development of all.” (Mind you for all “democratic socialists” who cannot resist 
using this sentence as a reproach of the defunct GDR 
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To add: With Marx and Engels this is only the result of the transition from the first, 
socialist phase to the second, communist phase, and not a requirement for the socialist 
society!) 


And what, we have to ask secondly, is fantastic and unrealistic about it 
Description of communism in Marx's marginal glosses on the Gotha program: 


“In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordination of individuals 
to the division of labor, and with it the opposition between intellectual and physical 
work has disappeared; after work has become not only a means of life, but itself the 
first need of life; After the productive forces have grown with the all-round development 
of individuals and all springs of cooperative wealth are flowing more fully - only then 
can the narrow bourgeois legal horizon be completely transcended and society can 
take up its banner: From each according to his abilities, to each according to his 
needs! Why does the abolition of the division of labor seem so “unrealistic and 
fantastic” to Losurdo at a time when capital forces workers to be so “flexible” in order 
to survive, for example yesterday as a locksmith, today as an unskilled bricklayer and 
tomorrow as Electronics specialist to earn a living? 


And how can one actually conclude from Marx's and Engels' "communism theory" - as 
Losurdo does - that this "in reality presupposes the end of work itself"? Has he really 
overlooked the fact that Marx and Engels explicitly say that under communism work 
will be “the first need of life”? 


Thirdly, Losurdo should be asked, what must be rejected from these statements by 
Marx and Engels after the “radical rethinking of the theory of socialism and communism” 
that he demanded and certainly also carried out himself and what should be put in its 


place? 
So much for Losurdo's Marx/Engels criticism regarding communism theory. 


The next thread to be untangled from the tangle is Losurdo's absurd idea of the 
relationship between Khrushchev and the communism theory of Marx and Engels. It 
emerges from his formulation: Khrushchev and the Soviet leaders "assured again and 
again that rapid progress was being made toward the realization of communism - a 
communism understood in the fantastic way often handed down to us by Marx and 
Engels Definition characterizes .” (p. 37) 
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To disentangle the confusion, it is necessary to say something about, first, 
Khrushchev's relationship to theory and, second, the place of discussion of 
communism in the CPSU. 


Khrushchev and the theory of Marxism-Leninism. 


Anyone who took a closer look at Khrushchev's work could not have missed the 
fact that this man was an unprincipled power-monger who didn't give a damn about 
theory as well as facts. He didn't mind in the least swearing one thing today and the 
opposite tomorrow; For example, in 1955 to assure that all investigations had shown 
that the allegations made against Tito under Stalin were fabrications by enemies of 
the people, and then three years later to declare that the allegations made against 
Tito and his party in 1948 were rightly made. (17) Against Losurdo's accusation that 
Khrushchev uncritically adopted the theories of Marx and Engels, Khrushchev's 
defenders could provide evidence with many examples that Khrushchev, with 
reference to the changed conditions and the need for a "radical rethinking of the 
theory of socialism", fundamentally The theses of Marxism-Leninism were thrown 
overboard as “outdated and outdated”. Just to remind you of a few examples: 


In 1956 he rejected the XX. Party Congress the Lenin thesis, which goes back to 
Marx and Engels, that the ruling bourgeoisie can only be overthrown through violent 
revolution and introduces into the communist movement the old social democratic 
thesis of the possibility of achieving socialism through parliamentary means, as the 
“further development”. the theory of Marxism-Leninism according to the new balance 
of forces between imperialism and capitalism”. 


In 1961 he rejected Marx's statement from the Marginal Glosses on Gothaer 
Program: 


“Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of revolutionary 
transformation of one into the other. This also corresponds to a political transition 
period, the state of which can be nothing other than the revolutionary dictatorship 
of the proletariat,” with the explanation: 


”Under the conditions of the victory of socialism and the country's entry into the 
period of comprehensive construction of communism, the working class of the 


Soviet Union... has transformed its dictatorship into a state of the whole people... 
The dictatorship of the proletariat is no longer necessary for the construction of 


communism .” (18) 
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It might seem that this was just a change in terminology, not in substance. In 
reality, since 1956, the Soviet Union has been dealing with what Gorbachev later 
correctly called “perestroika” and what was in fact a lengthy “reconstruction”, 
namely the conversion of the socialist state into a bourgeois one. The Chinese 
Communist Party turned against this Khrushchevian revision of Marxism at an 


early stage. In their answer to the CPSU - which was also published at the time 
in “Neues Deutschland” - it said: 


“What will happen if we declare halfway that the dictatorship of the proletariat is 
no longer necessary? Isn't this fundamentally in contradiction to the doctrine of 
the state of the dictatorship of the proletariat by Marx and Lenin? Doesn't that 
mean that the development of 'those contagious diseases, epidemics and 
excesses that capitalism left to socialism’ is given free rein? 


This means that this will have extremely serious consequences, and even less 
can we talk about the question of the transition to communism. Will there be any 
‘people's state’? Can the state of the dictatorship of the proletariat be replaced by 
any ‘people's state’? This question is not at all a question of the internal politics 

of a state, but a fundamental question that concerns the general truths of Marxism- 
Leninism. According to the Marxist-Leninist view, there are no classless or above- 
class states. 

As long as it is a state, it will always have a class character; As long as the state 
still exists, it cannot be a state of ‘the whole people’. 

If one day there are no more classes in society, then there will no longer be a 
state. 


So what will the so-called 'people's state’ look like? Every person who has general 
Marxist-Leninist knowledge knows that the so-called ‘people's state’ is by no 
means anything new. The representatives of the bourgeoisie have always referred 
to the bourgeois state as a ‘people's state’ or as a ‘state of power of the whole 
people”. (19) 

In 1955, on his trip to India and on other trips abroad, Khrushchev let it be known 


in his speeches that he considered the construction of an “Indian” or other national 
socialism claimed by the state leaders and representatives of the ruling 
bourgeoisie there to be possible and welcomed it, (20) with which he not only... 
stabbed the communist parties there in the back, but in turn treated an elementary 
tenet of Marxism's experience and doctrine as outdated, the elementary tenet 


that socialism can only be built under the leadership of the working class and its 
party of scientific socialism. 
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1958: Khrushchev enforces the dissolution of the MTS (machine-tractor stations) and 
the sale of their agricultural machinery to the collective farms. In doing so, he blatantly 
violates elementary principles of Marxism-Leninism regarding the transition from 
socialism to communism. Because of its fundamental importance, but also because of 
an illuminating interaction between Khrushchev and Gomulka on this question, it will be 
treated in more detail here. 


Khrushchev, Gomulka and the dissolution of the MTS 


As already quoted, the centralization of all instruments of production in the hands of the 
state is already mentioned in the Communist Manifesto as a prerequisite for the 
construction of socialism and the transition to the higher, communist phase. 


In the Soviet Union, this requirement was taken into account in the construction of 
socialism in agriculture by the fact that when the agricultural collective farms were 
created, the main instrumentsoofgaradiveton - the land ahé agricultural machinery - 


did not become part of the collective farm property, but remained state property: the 
state MTS, which were created specifically for this purpose, carried out the necessary 
machine work for them for a fee that was favorable for the collective farms. 


There was a debate in the Soviet Union in which Stalin also took part as to whether this 
solution was correct or whether it would be better if the collective farms themselves 
bought the machines and thus became their property. In a letter to the economists 
Sanina and Wensher dated September 28, 1952, published in Stalin's last major work, 
"Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR," he argued why it would be wrong to 
dissolve the MTS and sell the machines to the collective farms, as follows: 


“The concentration of the main instruments of agricultural production in the hands of the 
state, in the hands of the MTS, is the only means of ensuring rapid growth of collective 
farm production... It is... 

that technology must not stand still... that outdated technology must be discarded and 
replaced by modern technology and the modern in turn by the most modern. Otherwise, 
the progress of our socialist agriculture is unthinkable... But what does it mean to scrap 
hundreds of thousands of wheeled tractors and replace them with tracked tractors, to 
replace tens of thousands of outdated combine harvesters with new ones, to create new 
machines for, say, technical crops? This means spending billions that will only pay off 


in six to eight years. Can our collective farms raise these sums, even if they are 
millionaires? 
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No, they cannot do that because they are not in a position to spend billions that 
will only pay off in six to eight years. Only the state can assume these expenses, 
because it - and only it - is able to endure these losses for six to eight years, only 
to be compensated for the sums it has spent at the end of this period. 


After all this, what does it mean to demand that the MTS be transferred to the 
collective farms through sale? This means causing great losses to collective farms 
and ruining them, jeopardizing the mechanization of agriculture and slowing down 
the pace of collective farm production.” 


But this was only one, in a sense the profitability reason for retaining MTS. Stalin 
gave a second, more important reason for this, and it had to do with the transition 
to communism: 


“What would result from this (from the sale of the MTS machines to the collective 
farms)? From this it would follow that, firstly, the collective farms would become 
the owners of the main instruments of production, that is, they would occupy a 
special position that no single enterprise in our country occupies, because, as is 
well known, not even our nationalized enterprises are the owners of the instruments 
of production. How could this special position of collective farms be justified, with 
what arguments for progress and further development? Can it be said that such a 
position would help raise collective economic ownership to the level of general 
public ownership, that it would accelerate the transition of our society from 
socialism to communism? Would it not be more correct to say that such a position 
would only increase the distance between collective economic property and 
general public property and would not lead to a move towards communism, but, 
on the contrary, to move away from it? 


Secondly, this would result in an expansion of the scope of commodity circulation, 
because enormous quantities of agricultural production instruments would come 
into the path of commodity circulation... Can expanding the scope of commodity 
circulation promote our development towards communism? Wouldn't it be more 
correct to say that it can only hinder our development towards communism?” (21) 


These statements by Stalin, which were in full agreement with all relevant theses 
of Marx, Engels and Lenin, formed the basis of the Soviet government's agricultural 
policy until the end of 1957, until suddenly and without any prior discussion 
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At the end of January 1958, Khrushchev's party leadership came forward to declare 
that he believed it was time to abolish the MTS and hand over its machines to the 
collective farms in return for payment. (22) By ending the practice of having the land 
worked by “two masters,” the MTS and the collective farms, the productivity of 
agricultural work will be increased and communism will be achieved more quickly. 


This was the same Khrushchev who, in March 1951, had just as surprisingly come 
forward with the plan to relocate the farmers from their villages to large “agro-cities” 
and, with his usual loudmouth, declared that the petty-bourgeois mentality was 
present in the modern apartments of the agro-cities would recently be transformed 
into the mentality of a worker. (23) This adventurous pseudo-revolutionary 
agricultural policy was soon stopped. On the XIX. 

At the CPSU Congress, it was described - without mentioning Khrushchev by name 
- in the annual report submitted by Malenkov as a policy that "puts all our practical 
work in the village on the wrong path, makes the further rise of the collective farms 
more difficult and... the whole thing cause damage to the cause of socialist 
construction”. (24) 


Back then, in 1951, he suggested that the cooperative farmers should be quickly 
transformed into members of the working class by transplanting them from their 
villages into “agro-cities” because this would be the quickest way to communism. 
Now, in 1958, this goal was to be achieved in reverse by transforming state 
ownership into cooperative ownership. As opposite as the two proposals are, they 
both have one thing in common: their implementation was not useful for socialist 
construction, but rather caused it enormous damage. 


How did Khrushchev actually come up with this latest “reform” prank of his? Is there 
perhaps a connection with Khrushchev's surprise meeting with Gomulka, which the 
press reported on January 18, ten days before the announcement of his new 
proposal? (25) 


To understand this assumption, one needs to know something about Gomulka's 

views and practices in Poland's agricultural policy. As Gomulka in the impact of the XX. 
When he was elected First Secretary at the 8th Central Committee Plenum of the 
PVAP, the Polish United Workers’ Party, (October 19-21, 1956), this happened after 
he had given a speech that once again identified him as an opponent of 
collectivization, the agricultural production cooperative movement. Again, because 

in September 1948 he was elected by the plenary session of the Central Committee 

of the Polish Workers’ Party as its general secretary - he had held this position since 
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In 1943 he was deposed because of serious political errors, including in agricultural 
policy, which led to “a strengthening of the capitalist elements”. (26) 


In his speech at the 8th plenum, he firmly opposed the fact that the approximately 
10,000 LPG - which at that time only made up 6% of the farms - 

were better off financially and tax-wise than individual farmers. The measures he 
announced for the future treatment of agricultural production cooperatives 
amounted to a death sentence for them. 

And its implementation actually led to Poland becoming the only socialist country 
with an agricultural sector that was fragmented into countless dwarf farms that 
were unable to survive. He stated at the time: 


“Agricultural policy needs certain corrections. As for cooperatives, only the healthy 
ones should be helped with repayable investment loans, and all kinds of 
government subsidies should be abolished... It is a bad idea to claim that only 
communists can build socialism, only people with materialistic views ... 


Why should not, to give one example, the Catholic Progressive Movement compete 
with us in the realization of forms of agricultural cooperatives? There was no need 
for a long-term policy of so-called restriction of the kulaks, which in reality was not 
a policy of restricting exploitation, but a policy of ruining the kulak court.” (27) 


The agricultural policy implemented under Gomulka confirmed, in a way that is 
hardly believable for a socialist country, that the rich farmers were his main 
concern. For example, when the state land was sold to individual farmers, they 
were able to purchase land on considerably more favorable terms than small farmers. 
This established a law, the provisions of which are reproduced in the Polish 
“Zachodnia Agencja Prasowa” (Western News Agency) No. 47/48, December 
1959, as follows: “On March 12, 1959, the Sejm passed a law on the sale of land 
to farmers and state-owned buildings... The purchase conditions are very 
advantageous for the farmers. When you sign the contract, you pay 10% of the 
purchase price, the rest is paid off over the course of 20 years, with an installment 
due every six months. Land-poor farmers who purchase additional land to make 
their farm viable pay 20% when the contract is signed, with the rest paid in 
installments over 10 years. When paying in cash, land buyers are granted a 
significant discount, which can be up to 30%.” 


In a report in “Neues Deutschland” from May 29, 1957, entitled: “Visit to Polish 
villages”, the correspondent describes very vividly the in 
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In just six months, “successes” were achieved in Gomulka’s campaign against the 
cooperative movement in the countryside. “Many farmers who are economically 
strong or who take out loans buy or rent land - abandoned land, land from the 
state fund, previously cultivated by cooperatives or state estates, land also from 
non-viable small farms... In Prudnik there were among the thirty cooperatives of 
the Circle that dissolved after October of the previous year (i.e. after the October 
plenum at which Gomulka was put back at the head of the party!), fifteen good 
LPGs that should have continued to exist. At the moment there are four LPG... 
The Stoszowice municipal office is currently busy redistributing the land and 
returning or handing over land that was previously cultivated by the state estate 
to individual farmers... 200,000 hectares of land from the state estates will be 
given to individual farmers... Not far away from Wroclaw lies the big MTS Katy... 
The MTS has become a general repair and rental station whose only goal seems 
to be to operate profitably. Almost nothing remains of the spirit of the big slogan in 
the MTS workshops: 'The task of the MTS is the development of cooperative 
production’. The MTS has temporarily lost its political significance, its decisive role 
in the socialist transformation of the village (! KG).” 


Khrushchev visited this liquidator of the socialist agricultural cooperatives and the 
MTS, Gomulka, in January 1958. Given such a state of affairs, one should not 
have expected that the top man of the Soviet state and Lenin's party would give a 
cooperative lesson to the top man of the Polish brother party, Comrade Gomulka 
about how to build and anchor socialism in agriculture, and that he, who was by 
no means inclined to be reserved in his criticism of brother parties, for example 
the Albanian and Chinese ones, would also find clear words of criticism towards 
Gomulka in order to encourage him to do so to correct its anti-socialist agricultural 
policy? 


But what really happened? Apparently Gomulka successfully instructed Khrushchev 
- if such instruction had been necessary at all, which can, however, be ruled out - 
that the Soviet Union should now also follow the Polish example with the MTS. 

But of course Khrushchev didn't need any instruction from Gomulka about this; 

they were both far too similar in spirit for that. What their meetings were always 
about was discussing and agreeing on the coordinated next steps to ensure the 
continuation and deepening of the revisionist course. 
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Our list of evidence shows how absurd it is to see Khrushchev as a defender of the 
teachings of Marx, Engels and Lenin, and that, on the contrary, he managed with 
disastrous success to set the CPSU on the path of disregarding these teachings 
seduce would be leaving out one of the most important pieces of evidence if it were 
not also shown that he used the fear of war and especially the fear of nuclear war in 
the CPSU and above 

In addition, in the communist movement the correct thesis that peace can only be 
defended in the fight against warmongering imperialism is to be replaced as outdated 
and outdated by the thesis that under the new conditions peace can only be achieved 
in a joint effort with the “other side”. be received. 


Khrushchev, Gorbachev and “peaceful coexistence” 


For the Marxist-Leninists, the policy of peaceful coexistence aims to eliminate war 
from the struggle between the two systems for as long as possible. 

In the declaration of the consultation of the Communist and Workers’ Parties in 1960 
it was formulated: “Peaceful coexistence of states with different social orders or 
devastating war - that is the only question today... The course towards peaceful 
coexistence means mobilization of the masses, active actions against the enemies of 
peace . Contrary to the claims of the revisionists, peaceful coexistence between 
states does not mean giving up the class struggle. The coexistence of states with 
different social orders is a form of class struggle between socialism and capitalism.” 


As is well known, the revisionist position was first expressed openly by Shevardnadze 
and Gorbachev. At the 43rd session of the UN General Assembly in the fall of 1988, 
Shevardnadze said: “We see peaceful coexistence as a universal principle of interstate 
relations and not as a special form of class struggle.” (28) Gorbachev confirmed this 
statement by his Foreign Minister in a speech that he gave a short time later, on 
December 7, 1988, also in the 43rd UN General Assembly. He proclaimed: “We have 
now entered an era in which progress will be based on the universal interests of all 
humanity. This realization makes it necessary that world politics also be determined 

by the priority of universal human values... A demand of the new stage is the de- 
ideologization of relations between states.” (29) 


In this question, as in all others, Shevardnadze and Gorbachev were able to rely on 
the preparatory work of Khrushchev and his “comrades-in-arms”. 


Still on the XXII. At the party congress of the CPSU in October 1961, Khrushchev 
formulated in his annual report: “What tasks for the foreign policy of the 
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Soviet Union arise from the current international situation? In the future, we must 
continue to: consistently and consistently implement the principle of peaceful 
coexistence of states with different social orders as the general line of the Soviet 
Union's foreign policy; consolidate the unity of the socialist countries on the basis 
of fraternal cooperation and mutual assistance, make our contribution to the 
consolidation and strengthening of the world socialist system..” (30) 


But the CPSU soon changed this formulation by declaring the principle of peaceful 
coexistence to be the general line of foreign policy not only in relation to the 
capitalist states, but to all states. At the international conference in November 
1960, Khrushchev had already proposed that the conference declaration include 
the statement that peaceful coexistence and peaceful competition were “the 
general line of the foreign policy of all socialist states.” 

This was due to the strong opposition of the Chinese and Albanian delegations, 
which were joined by the majority of the other delegations 

was rejected and the above wording was adopted instead. (31) 


In a letter from the Central Committee of the CPSU to the Central Committee of 
the Chinese Communist Party dated March 30, 1963, an attempt was made to 
enforce the formula that had failed at the international consultation in 1960 through 
the back door, so to speak, by formulating that “under the conditions of the division 
of the world into two systems, the only correct and reasonable principle of 
international relations is the principle of peaceful coexistence of states with 
different social orders, put forward by VI Lenin.” 


The CPC responded to the letter from the Central Committee of the CPSU on 

June 14, 1963 with a comprehensive “proposal for the general line of the 
international communist movement”, in which it was stated on peaceful coexistence: 
“But if the general line of the foreign policy of socialist states is based on peaceful 
coexistence is limited, the correct treatment of the relations between socialist 

states is as impossible as the correct treatment of the relations of the socialist 
states with the oppressed peoples and nations. 

Therefore, it is wrong to make peaceful coexistence the general line of the foreign 
policy of socialist states.” (32) 


Khrushchev took this document from the Chinese Communist Party as an opportunity to write a letter on January 14th. 
July published an “Open Letter from the Central Committee of the CPSU to all 
party organizations, to all communists of the Soviet Union,” which initiated a truly 
unrestrained public smear campaign against the Chinese Communist Party. 

(33) The “Open Letter” claimed that the CPC was completely wrong in accusing 
the CPSU of carrying out a revisionist line. But at the same time 
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The authors of the letter confirmed the correctness of the Chinese party's criticism of 
the formulation of the general line of foreign policy by the Soviet leaders, quoted 
above, by expressly repeating this criticized formulation: “The Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union has adopted the Leninist principle of peaceful coexistence as the general 
line of the Soviet Union Foreign policy is promulgated and strictly followed." (34) This 
means that in the foreign policy of the Soviet Union towards all states, socialist and 
capitalist, the same principles should be applied; This anticipated Gorbachev's demand 
for “de-ideologization of relations between states” and the declaration of the policy of 
“oeaceful coexistence” as a non-class struggle. 


Khrushchev and Gorbachev as trustees for the USA 
imperialism 


Such a view, according to which peaceful coexistence is no longer a form of class 
struggle, the struggle between the two systems, but a path to cooperation between 
the systems, i.e. class reconciliation, must logically be used in mass political work to 
expose imperialism as a system of crime the peoples and humanity by promoting trust 
in the imperialist politicians and in imperialism's ability to make peace, of course 
demagogically justified by the claim that this is dictated by the needs of the fight to 
maintain peace in the nuclear age. 


In a press conference with foreign journalists on the occasion of the 45th 

On the anniversary of the October Revolution in November 1962, Khrushchev justified 
the further delay of the conclusion of a peace treaty with the GDR, which had 
previously been announced in many threatening ways, with the words: "If we" - 

This meant the Soviet Union and the USA, the imperialists and the socialist states - 
“even if we don’t love each other, we have to embrace each other to secure peace!” 
In essence, this sentence already contains everything that Gorbachev later explained 
more clearly and in more detail and which should only be remembered here: “It's 
about cooperation, which should be more precisely called ‘common development’... A 
demand of the new stage is this De-ideologization of relations between states... Look 
how our relations with the United States of America have changed. 


Little by little, mutual understanding develops, elements of trust arise, without which it 
is difficult to make progress in politics... Everyone must take part in the movement 
towards greater unity in the world... | am convinced that we are not out of touch with 
reality. In the world have already 
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Forces are formed that want to initiate a period of peace in one way or another.” 
(35) 


The "elements of trust" of the leading man of the Soviet Union in the top 
representative of the imperialist leading power, the USA, were already present in 
strong form in Khrushchev, and he was very anxious to instill his trust in President 
Eisenhower in the Soviet people - which was not quite the case was simple, it had 
not yet been completely forgotten that it was precisely this Eisenhower who had 
delivered Ethel and Julius Rosenberg to the electric chair in 1953! 


So Khrushchev spoke to his Muscovites at a mass rally after his return from the 
United States on September 28, 1959: “From this high tribune | must say to the 
Muscovites, to all my people and to the party that the President of the United 
States of America, Dwight Eisenhower, demonstrated statesmanlike wisdom in 
assessing the current international situation, that he demonstrated courage and 
will. Regardless of the complex situation that is being observed in the United 
States, he, the man who enjoys the absolute trust of his people, made - he said 
this as if there had been no Communist Party in the United States, which Capitalism 
and its presidents were anything but trustworthy! — “the proposal that the heads of 
government of our countries exchange visits. We pay full tribute to this important 
initiative aimed at consolidating peace.” (36) 


Yes, Khrushchev — that was the Gorbachev of the 50s and 60s! 


After all this, it should be clear that Khrushchev's proclamations of communism are 
completely misinterpreted if one thinks - like Losurdo - that they are due to 
Khrushchev's "inability to break away from the communism theory of Marx and 
Engels". If one takes into account Khrushchev's unhesitating demagoguery, then 
another, much simpler explanation suggests itself: Since he no longer had anything 
to offer the masses in the way of real improvement in their living conditions, he 
resorted to consoling them with the "bright heights" of a "near communist future." .” 
If you want to get to the bottom of the decisive political motives for his stubborn 
adherence to the proclamation of communism, you have to take a closer look at 
the discussion about the question of the transition to communism in the CPSU and 
especially about the international discussion about the question of the withering 
away of the state deal with communism. 


Marxism-Leninism and the revisionists Khrushchev and Tito 
“Withering away of the state” 
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On the XVIII. At the party congress of the CPSU(B) in March 1939, Stalin stated 
in Part Ill/4 of the annual report, in which he commented on “Some Questions of 
Theory”: “It is sometimes asked: The exploiting classes have already been 
abolished here, socialism is essentially built, we are marching towards 
communism, but the Marxist doctrine of the state says that under communism 
there should be no state at all - why don't we contribute to the withering away of 
our socialist state, isn't it time to turn the state into a museum for antiquities?” 
After remembering Friedrich Engels' statements on the question of the 
development of the proletarian state and its "withering away" under communism 
and after the demand not to limit yourself to memorizing individual sentences of 
Marxism, but to learn based on your own experiences and based on the essence 
of Marxism, to concretize, specify and correct its tenets and others 


Explaining the phases of development of the socialist state in the Soviet Union, 
Stalin comes to the conclusion: “As you can see, we now have a completely new 
socialist state, the likes of which history has never known, which differs in its form 
and functions from the socialist state of the first phase differs significantly. But 
development cannot stop there. We move on, forward to communism. Will the 
state remain intact in our country even during the period of communism? Yes, it 
will be preserved if the capitalist encirclement is not eliminated, if the danger of 
military attacks from outside is not overcome; It is clear that the forms of our state 
will change again in accordance with the changes in the internal and external 
situation. No, it will not be preserved, but will die away when the capitalist 
encirclement is eliminated, when it is replaced by a socialist environment.” (37) 


In this respect, Stalin meant that with the completion of the second phase - the phase “of the 
Liquidation of the capitalist elements in town and country until the complete victory 
of the socialist economic system and the adoption of the new constitution” — 
When a new, third phase now began, the phase of the transition to communism, 
he followed the general idea that prevailed at the time, with the consistent one 
Enforcement of the socialist mode of production and the transfer of everyone 
Instruments of production in socialist ownership - in its state or in its cooperative 
form - are the tasks of the first, socialist 

Level of communist society has been solved, and the transition to the second, 


higher, communist level of communist society is now beginning 
Company. 


However, this idea was corrected - which Losurdo apparently missed - in the 
1950s in the Soviet Union and in the 1960s in the GDR. In the 
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In the Soviet Union, it was Molotov who came before the XXth century. Party 
congress advocated a realistic assessment of the state of development achieved. 
However, this only received public attention at the XXII. Party congress of the 
CPSU in 1961, when Mikoyan, in his contribution to the discussion, settled 
accounts with the “anti-party group Molotov-Kaganovich-Malenkow and Voroshilov”, 
which had taken the initiative in the Presidium of the Central Committee in June 
1957 for the removal of Khrushchev as First Secretary of the CPSU. Mikoyan now 
“revealed” Molotov’s “crimes,” which also included: “Molotov committed suicide 
before the XXth century. Party Congress of the CPSU in a speech at a meeting of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR openly doubted that the socialist society was 
built in the USSR. He said: 'Besides the Soviet Union, where the foundations of 
socialist society have already been established, there are also people's democratic 
countries which have so far only taken the first but extremely important steps 
towards socialism.’ According to Molotov, it looked like, firstly, socialism had not 
yet been built in the USSR, secondly, only a few people's democratic countries 
were taking the first steps towards socialism and, thirdly, there were such countries 
of people's democracy where these steps had not been taken either. You yourself 
will understand that on the basis of such theses you cannot even think of a plan 

to build communism.” 

Molotov had therefore presented an insight which, if it had been used as an 
opportunity for a Marxist analysis of the situation, should have become the basis 
for the establishment of a sound policy for the continuation of socialist construction. 
But since this was not at all the intention of the Khrushchev-Mikoyan leadership 
group, the opposite happened, which Mikoyan reported: “Under the influence of 
the criticism in the Central Committee, Molotov was forced to justify himself in the 
magazine 'Kommunist’, trying to... Presenting things as if they were a false 
formulation. However, it was not a matter of incorrect wording. It is clear that if 

only the foundations of socialism have been established, one cannot raise the 
question of the transition to the comprehensive construction of communism.” (38) 


Yes, but this question should be raised at all costs - we'll talk about why in a 
moment after we've dealt with the second "heretic" in this question, Walter Ulbricht. 


After around 20 years of existence, the GDR was at a similar stage of development 
in building socialism as the Soviet Union in the second half of the 1930s. That is, 

it had reached the point that Stalin had reached in the 18th century. Party 
Congress for the Soviet Union as the result of the second phase of development 
of the Soviet state: the point of complete victory 
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socialist economic system. In the Soviet Union in 1939 it was believed that this 
was the point from which the transition to communism had to begin. In the GDR it 
was absolutely impossible to follow the Soviet example. In view of the obvious 
economic lag behind the Federal Republic of Germany, it was obviously absurd to 
talk about the fact that the GDR would now begin to switch to communism and 
even to proclaim like a Khrushchev that this would be achieved in 20 years. The 
leadership was therefore forced to realistically deal with the current level of 
development and soberly work out the possible and necessary next development 
steps. The leadership of the SED, especially Walter Ulbricht, undertook this task. 
He presented the results of these considerations in a presentation at a conference 
on the 100th anniversary of the publication of Karl Marx's Capital in September 
1967. In his speech he recalled that the VIIth Party Congress of the SED had 
formulated the strategic goal “to shape the developed social system of socialism 
and thus to complete socialism.” And he then said - and quite rightly so: “This 
objective generalizes the experiences that have been gained in fulfilling the VI. 
The program agreed at the party congress was collected. Our party has thus 
creatively, in accordance with the spirit of Marxism, deepened the ideas of 
socialism as a new social order. What is the main conclusion we have reached in 
this regard? It consists in the fact that socialism is not a short-term transitional 
phase in the development of society, but a relatively independent socio-economic 
formation in the historical epoch of the transition from capitalism to communism 
on a world scale... Socialism can act as a higher one in this diverse and obviously 
not short-term struggle Social order will only win if it develops all sides, all elements 
of the new social system in their harmonious unity and becomes an irresistible 
attraction for the working people of all countries, both in material and spiritual 
terms. 


This is also why, under the historical conditions that have arisen, socialism cannot 
be a short-term transitional phase in the development of society. 

Rather, we will need a specific historical period to shape the developed social 
system of socialism in the GDR.” (39) 


This is so sensible and obvious that one can only wonder: Why was this not taken 
up by the ruling communist parties in all socialist countries, including the Soviet 
Union? Because what Walter Ulbricht said about the GDR's level of development 
was also and perhaps true 
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even more so for the Soviet Union, as Molotov had already recognized and 
expressed. 


The answer to this question may come naturally to the reader if he takes other 
facts into account. Like Stalin in the XVIII. 

As mentioned at the party conference, there were already people in the Soviet 
Union in 1939 who, with reference to the transition to communism, spoke of the 
need to begin dismantling the state. This demand for the dismantling of the power 
organs of the Soviet state found particularly zealous representatives in Tito's party 
after 1945, which was reflected in the program adopted by the VII Congress of the 
League of Communists of Yugoslavia in Ljubljana in April 1958. (40) In this 
program a surprisingly large amount of space is given to the theory of the 
“withering away” of the socialist state. 


Already in the first chapter on "Socio-economic and political relations in the 
contemporary world" it is emphasized that the socialist state with the expansion of 
the "material and socio-economic conditions for the further development of socialist 
relations" at the same time "also the conditions for its own gradual Dying” creates. 
(p. 34) In Chapter Il “The Struggle for Socialism in New Conditions’ it is said: 
“Therefore, after the consolidation of the power of the working class and working 
people in general, the question of the gradual withering away of the state emerges 
as fundamental and crucial question of the socialist social system.” (p. 45). In the 
same chapter (p. 62) Stalin is branded as a renegade of Marxist-Leninist theory: 
“The Marxist-Leninist theory about the dictatorship of the proletariat, as a system 
of power in the dying state and as a means of struggle of the working class to 
destroy the economic foundations of capitalism and to Creation of political and 
material social conditions for the free development of new socialist social relations 
was transformed into a Stalinist theory - into a theory about the non-dying state, 
which is to be continually strengthened in all areas of social life, with a state 
apparatus that plays too big a role in "The construction of socialism and the 
elimination of the internal contradictions of the transition period are admitted, 
which - sooner or later - had to prove to be an obstacle to the development of 
social and economic factors." 


Isn't it strange that the Tito party of Yugoslavia, whose "socialism" - if one, like 
Khrushchev, is at all willing, was the one then ruling Yugoslavia 

To assign the label “socialist” to a social order - from one 

Stage of development was far away in which there was a transition to 

Communism and the “withering away of the state” in general, which only then became acute 
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Could it be that this party, in its program, declared this “withering away” to be a 
“fundamental and decisive question of the socialist social system”? In a country 
in which - as in an article by the theoretical organ of the CPC, published in the 
Moscow "Pravda" on June 30, 1958 - a policy exactly opposite to this program 
demand was pursued, which is described in the above-mentioned article is: 
“There the most important organs of the state machine — police, courts, army and 
other coercive organs — not only do not die down, are not weakened, but on the 
contrary are strengthened. In order to realize and consolidate their rule and 
dictatorship... they exploit the state machine to suppress all those who oppose 
them. Last year in Yugoslavia, more than 30,000 workers (4.3 percent of all 
workers in Yugoslavia) who made critical comments about the leaders were 
subjected to reprisals and fired. Recently, the Reuter Agency reported that this 
group (the leadership, KG) is currently carrying out mass arrests in the country of 
people who speak out against its reactionary politics.” 


The passage in the Tito party's program accusing Stalin of turning the Marxist- 
Leninist theory of the dying state into a theory of the non-dying state indicates 
clearly enough that the Yugoslav leaders are not concerned with " “The withering 
away” of our own, but rather that of the Soviet state and the other socialist states, 
was the issue. 


But this was by no means a secret to them, as it was clearly stated in the 
document of the Moscow Conference of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of 
November 1960: “The leaders of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
betrayed Marxism-Leninism by declaring it outdated. They opposed the BdKu to 
the entire communist movement, tore their country away from the socialist camp, 
made it dependent on the so-called help of the American and other imperialists 
and thereby created the danger that the Yugoslav people would lose the 
revolutionary achievements they had achieved in their heroic struggle. The 
Yugoslav revisionists are engaged in rooting against the socialist camp and the 
world communist movement.” (41) 


The Chinese Communist Party expressed itself even more clearly in the above- 
mentioned article published in Pravda: “The Yugoslav revisionists have openly 


betrayed Lenin's teachings on party building and are going wild to attack the 
communist parties of the socialist countries. But at the same time they deceive 


people by calling themselves communists... 
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The leading faction of Yugoslavia is carrying out a policy in the international arena 
that meets the needs of imperialism.” 


After all this, there should actually be no doubt left in Losurdo's mind that 
Khrushchev's stubborn adherence to the proclamation of communism had nothing 
to do with Marx and nothing to do with his belief in realism 

existing maturity of Soviet society for the transition to communism, but that for him - 
just like for the Tito revisionists - and for the same reason - the only interesting thing 
about communism theory was the thesis of the “withering away of the state”. The 
thesis of the “withering away” of the socialist state was, is and will certainly continue 
to be the favorite thesis of all those who use the word “withering away” but in reality 
mean its death, its downfall, which they are actively trying to bring about. 


In this context, two interviews that Khrushchev gave to American press people in 
October and November 1957 are noteworthy. 


The first of the two interviews was in response to questions from James Reston, 
"chief diplomatic correspondent" of the New York Times on October 7, 1957. 


Reston: “Do you foresee that the current policy of granting greater political freedom 
in the country will continue for the lifespan of the next two generations?” 


Khrushchev: “According to the Marxist-Leninist doctrine, with the development of 
socialist society and its institutions... a whole series of state organs, which are now 
necessary to suppress attempts by the enemies of socialism... become superfluous. 
When our society has reached the stage of communism, only those institutions that 
are necessary for the organization of the normal life of society will remain...” (42) 


No wonder that after such announcements, which significantly lacked Stalin's 
restrictions on capitalist encirclement, Washington and elsewhere could not see 
Khrushchev announcing the transition to communism quickly enough. A good month 
later, the correspondent for the US news agency “United Press”, Shapiro, wanted to 
know even more precisely: 


Shapiro: “I would like to ask you about the theory of the gradual withering away of 


the state.” 


Khrushchev: “This process is actually already underway.” 


292 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


Khrushchev went on to give an essentially correct presentation of the Marxist- 
Leninist views on this question; However, he ended his remarks with an indirect 
reference to the fact that the imperialist side could do a lot to bring forward the 
time at which he could announce that the process of “withering away” must now 
be accelerated; he said: “Moreover, the process of state withering away depends 
to a large extent on the international situation. If international events develop more 
rapidly in a progressive direction, the danger of an attack from outside will become 
less and less. And that means that the armed forces of the Soviet Union will be 
reduced and that all other organs of our state will be reduced and changed.” (43) 


This was a clear indication that the West, especially the US government, should 
allow Khrushchev's “summit diplomacy” to achieve impressive successes in its 
own interest, so that he could convince his own leadership and the Soviet people, 
as he did in his own Moscow speech in praise of the “Peaceman Eisenhower” 
tried to ensure that the West was also won over to “peaceful coexistence” and 
was ready for it, so that there would no longer be a threat to progress on the path 
to communism through hostile attacks from outside. Khrushchev thought the time 
to announce this had already come in January 1959. In his presentation at the 
XXI. At the Congress of the CPSU he dedicated Part IV to the topic: “The new 
stage of communist construction and some questions of Marxist-Leninist theory”. 
In this part he announced that Soviet society had “entered the period of 
comprehensive communist construction” and that the time was not far off “when 
the vital needs of all Soviet people could be fully satisfied.” (44) And of course in 
this context he also spoke about the revisionists’ favorite topic, the withering away 
of the Soviet state: "Marxism-Leninism teaches that the state will wither away 
under communism." (45) 


Khrushchev painted a deeply reassuring picture of a Soviet Union that could no 
longer be shaken by any hostile forces: “There are no forces in the world today 
that would restore capitalism in our country, that could destroy the socialist camp. 
The danger of a restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union is ruled out. This 
means that socialism has not only triumphed completely, but also finally.” (46) 


Anyone who is thus relieved of all future concerns about a threat to the country 
can also be told, without arousing suspicion: “The point is that the functions of 
maintaining the public 

Order and security alongside such state institutions as the militia and 
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Courts can also be exercised by social organizations in parallel. This process is 
currently taking place with us. The militia apparatus was greatly reduced; The 
apparatus of the state security organs has been particularly greatly reduced.” (47) 


Messrs. Reston and Shapiro and their official employers must have read these 
statements with a satisfied grin. And they must not have been in any way disturbed 
by Khrushchev's following statements in the same speech, as they knew better than 
most of his compatriots what to make of such statements from his mouth: "As long as 
the aggressive military blocs of the Western powers exist, we are obliged to 
consolidate and perfect our glorious armed forces. It is necessary to strengthen the 
state security organs, whose leadership is directed primarily against the agents sent 
by the imperialist states, as well as all other organs that are designed to prevent the 
provocative actions and machinations of our opponents from the imperialist camp ..” 
(48) 


It is characteristic of Khrushchev's speeches - and also of Gorbachev's from his first 
two years - that 90-99 percent of their content is proven, well-known and familiar 
Marxist-Leninist theses, which is by no means surprising since the majority were 
involved in their elaboration Leadership cadres involved who also meant what was 
expressed in these 90 to 99 percent. For Khrushchev — as later for Gorbachev — 


However, they were only the trust-inspiring shell in whose packaging he could insert 
his completely different theses, without arousing suspicion, as the results of the 
“rethinking” of the theory on the basis of the new balance of power, which was 
supposedly so fundamentally changed in favor of socialism . 

This seems to have escaped Losurdo — like so many others, including other 
philosophers. 


Just like Khrushchev's motives for his “proclamation of communism,” Losurdo also 
ignores the causes of the “collapse” of the Soviet Union. As already shown, he 
attributes it to the lack of a revolutionary theory of the construction of the new order. 
But: If that is true, why did the collapse only take place after 70 years, and why was it 
preceded by more than 30 years of successful development? 


But Losurdo also gives a completely opposite explanation for the “collapse”: it is the 
result of the insistence on one theory, namely the “unrealistic theory of communism” 
of Marx and Engels. "But the more the achievement of communism was pushed into 
an ever more distant and unlikely future, the more “real socialism” lacked any 
conceivable legitimacy 
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missing.” (p. 37) This is formulated ambiguously, as if Losurdo considers the 
goal of communism to be the legitimation of “real socialism’. But by the loss of 
legitimacy he means the loss of the values and ways in which people interact 
with each other that characterize a socialist society, although he neglects to 
name the time of the predominant occurrence and the causes of the negative 
changes he has identified. 


“A nomenklatura that gradually became more and more autocratic and more and 
more corrupt and corrupt certainly lacked the universal legitimacy of our time that 
relates to democracy and popular sovereignty. Moreover, ‘real socialism’, with its 
own results, undermined the foundations of its existence: the omnipresent 
coercion became more and more unbearable for a civil society that grew thanks 
to mass education and the spread of culture and the achievement of a minimum 
level of social security.” (p. 37) 

This passage could be taken from one of the usual bourgeois descriptions of 
Soviet society under Stalin, and Losurdo does nothing to make it clear that this 

is not precisely the period he is referring to. But what time does he actually 
mean? If he was aiming at the time of Khrushchev and even Gorbachev, then he 
should not have spoken of "mass education and the spread of culture", but rather 
of the neglect of the training of the party and the masses with the basic socialist 
ideas of Marx, Engels and Lenin, and must write about the broad opening for the 
spread and adoption of “Western”, i.e. imperialist ideology and “culture”, especially 
among the intelligentsia and youth. And in doing so he would also have done 
what he unfortunately failed to do in the following statements, namely to name 
the causes for the deformations described - the departure of the leadership since 
Khrushchev from the path to building socialism shown by Marx to Lenin. But how 
could someone who denies that such an expulsion even took place be able to do 
this? 


Instead, Losurdo identifies the constant repetition of the promise of communism 
as a cause of the “collapse”: “The Soviet leaders recited over and over again 
their tired spiel about the arrival of communism of the fantastic variety described 
above. And such litanies in turn had very detrimental effects on the economy: the 
backlogs and imbalances already evident would have required vigorous 
interventions to increase labor productivity; But the solution to this problem was 
certainly not made easier by the view that we were on the way to a communism 
based on general idleness, nor by the widespread ideological climate in which 
any attempt to rationalize the 
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production process was branded as a “restoration of capitalism’. 
If there was a collapse in Eastern Europe, it was far more ideological than 
economic.” (p. 38) 


This dozen or so lines contain such an abundance of inaccuracies that it would 
take as many pages to correct them all: 


Once again, instead of a correct presentation of the Marx-Engels theory of 
communism, Losurdo gives a caricature of this theory as a theory of “general 
idleness”. 


The decline in work morale and thus also in work productivity during the Khrushchev 
era is not due to the propagation of communism, but rather to the growing gap 
between the promises of improvement and the actually increasing deterioration of 
the supply situation and living conditions in general. 


Since the XX. The Congress of the CPSU paved the way for “reforms” that 
represented a recourse to methods of capitalist economic management in the 
countries of the Comecon, which were used primarily in Poland and Hungary, but 
also in the Soviet Union, to joyful applause from the West became. 


There were - which Losurdo does not mention - efforts in “Eastern Europe”, namely 
in the GDR, to make the economies of the socialist states “fit” for competition with 
the developed capitalist states through joint efforts to master the scientific and 
technical revolution. They should have been received with enthusiasm by those 
who spoke so much about the goal of communism - if they were serious about it. 
But the Brezhnev leadership found these proposals quite annoying, which their 
initiator Walter Ulbricht felt strongly about when Brezhnev overthrew him in 1970/71. 


So what does Losurdo give in response to his question about why the “Third 
World War” was lost? 


First: “The victors” were superior to the defeated “real socialism” on all three fronts 
— diplomatic-military, economic and ideological. 


Second: The main front was the ideological front. Real socialism was inferior here 
because a) it had no theory of the construction of the new socialist order, and b) it 
clung to the fantastic and unreal theory of communism of Marx and Engels. 
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Above all, this point b) seems to be the key to Losurdo's explanation of the defeat, 
as can be seen from the last part VII of his attempt, which we will therefore address 
before Part VI, which deals with China. 


Part VII1 : “Marxism or Anarchism?” 


This part begins with statements that are met with great sympathy by people like 
me, who consider themselves to be followers of the teachings of Marx, Engels and 
Lenin, but are labeled “Stalinist” by others. At the same time, however, as in all 
previous parts, he simply leaves crucial events unmentioned and instead offers 
explanations that can only be described as constructed and unrealistic. 


Losurdo rejects with good reasons the attitude of those who “attribute the 
degeneration and debacle of the USSR and the ‘socialist camp” to Stalin and do 
not show the slightest interest in the objective facts.” (p. 45) 


But what is — according to Losurdo — the decisive and main accusation leveled 
against Stalin? No, not what Stalin has been presented to us as since Khrushchev 
and even more so since Gorbachev, and which only succeeded in making the 
disgust against Stalin a basic mood in the majority of the communist movement: 
not the accusation that he was a bloodthirsty mass murderer . No, according to 
Losurdo, surprisingly, the main accusation against Stalin is: treason. “Not just one 
particular event, but almost seventy years of history are now explained as a single, 
unbroken ‘betrayal’ of communist ideals, committed by Stalin.” (p. 45 f.) 


These statements of his once again contain a number of oddities and 

inconsistencies: Why does Losurdo - against his better judgment - give the 

impression that the most serious and central accusation that was and is being 

made against Stalin within the communist movement is the accusation of treason? How com 
When the accusation of treason is mentioned, the name of the man against whom 

this accusation is so massive - and so justified - is not mentioned! — as has not 

been and is not being raised against anyone else — the name of Gorbachev? Why 

does he and his “perestroika” play no role at all in Losurdo’s investigation into the 

causes of the fall of the Soviet Union? 


But it soon becomes clear why the accusation of treason is so hyped and why 
The central accusation is exaggerated: it plays into Losurdo's chain of arguments 


'Part VI is discussed further below (ed.). 
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In a sense, the role of a cardboard comrade who is easy to kill and whose 
shooting clears the way for his, Losurdo's, explanation of the really decisive cause 
of the downfall, according to his version. Things would have looked completely 
different and much more difficult for Losurdo if he had faced the accusation of 
revisionism as the main danger for the world communist movement, which, as 
already shown, was at least fixed in the documents of two international meetings 
of the communist parties. But Losurdo has consistently avoided such a 


confrontation across all the many pages. 


Therefore he can formulate: “In order to clear the field of pseudo-explanations of 
the idealistic type, it is necessary to replace the category of betrayal with the 
category of learning.” (In the version of the MBI it says - p. 47 -: "...the category 
of betrayal [which plays a fairly minor role in reality]..." 


Has it escaped Losurdo's attention that the struggle for socialism is a class 
struggle and that in the class struggle there are also betrayals and conspiracies 
and that in the history of the struggle of all oppressed classes have always played 
a considerable role in their defeats? Perhaps it is quite helpful at this point to 
recall the clashes between the Marxists and the revisionists in the old German 
social democracy. None other than Rosa Luxemburg wrote about the revisionists' 
fighting methods in a letter to August Bebel: "The revisionists are apparently 
working according to a uniform campaign plan and according to an agreed 
pattern... We are faced with a complete conspiracy..." (49) So what is the point of 
a general and... fundamental branding of the accusation of treason as a “pseudo- 
explanation of the idealistic type”? And what is the advice to us to “replace the 
category of betrayal with the category of learning”? 

Wouldn't advice to replace philosophical speculation with an exact examination 
of the actual course of history be much more necessary and helpful? 


However, Losurdo tries to illustrate his learning thesis using the example of the 
history of the bourgeois revolution in France and the learning process of the 
French bourgeoisie: “The victory of a revolution can only be considered assured 
when the class supporting it has succeeded in establishing its rule to give lasting 
political form. ... In a modern society, this proves to be lasting when it is possible 
to combine hegemony and coercion and to allow the moment of coercion and 
dictatorship to only appear in moments of acute crisis.” (p. 47) This requires a 
long learning process, which the French bourgeoisie only successfully went 
through after 1871. 
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Having said this, Losurdo asks: “Why didn’t something similar happen after the October 
Revolution?... Why was the transition phase or state of emergency never overcome?” (p. 
47) 


This question must be very surprising for a man like Losurdo; In Part II of his study, after 
explaining the strategy of the US politician Kennan, he said that the aim was to “increase 
the burdens” on Soviet politics in such a way that “tendencies are promoted that ultimately 
lead to a break or weakening of Soviet power “must,” Kennan aptly commented: this 
“rupture” is “so little soontaneous that it can be predicted, planned and actively pursued 
about forty years in advance.” (p. 14) But that probably also means: from 1917 to 1956, 
Soviet power had already become such a permanent political form that its enemies 
needed at least 40 years of strenuous destructive work to undermine it! 


How can the man who used two of the seven parts of his study - Parts II and IV - to prove 
that it is wrong to talk about an "implosion" of the Soviet Union and the socialist states, 
because in reality it is The “Third World War” was against them and they were therefore 
in a permanent state of emergency, how can he now ask the question in Part VII as to 
why the Soviet Union, like bourgeois France after 1871, did not overcome the “transitional 
phase” or the state of emergency " have? 


The thing is simple: He has to ask this question now because he wants to finally get to 
the statement for which all previous parts basically only served as preparatory steps. In 
Part V he formulated it like this: What had been missing so far was “the (absolutely 
necessary) radical rethinking of the theory of socialism and communism, of post-capitalist 
society in its entirety”. (p. 37) 


The results of his rethinking form the core of Part VII. 
Once again: Marx and Engels and the “withering away of the state” 


Losurdo begins his answer to the question quoted above as to why the USSR never got 
over the transition phase or the state of emergency in a “conventional” way: “Obviously 
one cannot lose sight of the imperialist encirclement.” But for him something else is much 
more important: “But closely intertwined with this objective fact is a significant subjective 
limit to the political and cultural education of the Bolshevik leaders. As with Marx and 
Engels, the problem of democracy is raised every now and then (!), even with power, only 
to then immediately (?) disappear again. (?!) And that is because it is the basis of their 
theory or their belief that overcoming class antagonisms and 
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social classes, the state and therefore democracy as a form of the state is dying 
out.” This theory, or rather, this illusion of Marx and Engels, is based on a dramatic 
historical balance. However: "Although to be understood from its historical and 
psychological genesis, the thesis of the withering away of the state resulted in the 
eschatological vision of a conflict-free society, which consequently did not need 
legal norms to limit and regulate conflicts." (p. 48 f.) 


It is astonishing that the philosopher Losurdo, who knows full well that for the 
philosopher Marx contradiction is the driving force of the development of human 
society, still assumes that Marx predicted a society free of contradictions and 
conflicts. One really has to ask oneself where Losurdo found any passage in Marx 
or Engels that could give him good reason to interpret their statements about the 
classless communist society as an “eschatological vision” of a “society free of 
conflict and therefore not in need of legal norms”. . 


Of course, Losurdo cannot cite a single quote from Marx and Engels that would 
allow him to attribute to Marx and Engels the “illusion of a conflict-free society that 
does not need legal norms to limit conflicts”. Marx and Engels were careful not to 
give recommendations to the future generations living under communism about how 
they should solve their conflicts - Losurdo would also have been familiar with this; 
They were scientists, not founders of religions and not moralizing utopians. In his 
criticism of the Gotha Program, Marx only says: “The question then arises: what 
transformation will the state undergo in a communist society? In other words, what 
social functions remain there, the current state functions 


are analog? This question can only be answered scientifically.” 


So firstly: Of course there remain social functions that are analogous to state 
functions in class society. This will include everything that is necessary for the life 
and satisfaction of the rational needs of all in a society free of repression to regulate 
coexistence and the joint production of foodstuffs. These will of course also include 
institutions to prevent violations of the jointly established rules of coexistence and 
measures to ensure compliance with these rules. 


Of course, a communist society will not be conflict-free, but it will be free from 
conflicts that have their origin in the division of society into classes. Nevertheless, 
there will still be an unmistakable amount of space for different and even opposing 
interests and thus for conflicts, for example when drawing up economic plans and 
making decisions about the 
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Locations for companies, airfields, power plants, in urban planning, in the 
expansion of infrastructure and nature reserves, in general in questions of 
ecology, and of course in everyday life together. 


Secondly, however, we can safely leave what measures, institutions and 
regulations need to be taken in such cases to the generations who will be faced 
with these problems, because: “This question can only be answered scientifically”. 
This means that it is pointless to speculate about it as long as there is no concrete 
material about it that makes scientific evaluation possible. However, there is some 
evidence of such material from the socialist countries, because the state there 
was and is no longer a state in the bourgeois sense, which perhaps becomes 
clearest when we compare the legal system and laws in the GDR with those in 
the Federal Republic and those in Cuba with those in the USA. 


But Losurdo's distortion of Marx-Engels' statements about the withering away of 
the state continues: “In any case, waiting for the disappearance of every conflict 
and the withering away of the state and political violence in general makes it 
impossible to solve the problem of the transformation of the state to solve the 
state that emerged from the socialist revolution... This expectation favors the 
emergence or continuation of a banal and unproductive one 

“Subversiveness”” (p. 49) 


How does Losurdo come to the conclusion that Marx's and Engels' statements 
about the withering away of the state under communism result in an attitude of 
“waiting” for the coming of salvation in a society without conflict? All he could do 
was read and learn from Marx and Engels that they spoke of the withering away 
of the state neither as a demand nor as a promise for the future, but only as a 
consequence of the most active actions. Just as a reminder: In “Anti-Duhring” 
Friedrich Engels writes: “The proletariat seizes state power and initially transforms 
the means of production into state property.” (By the way: An apparently very 
necessary reminder for those communists who believe that they have to accuse 
the Soviet Union and especially Stalin of having falsified Marxism because instead 
of “real socialization” they had “just nationalized” the means of production!) 


But further in Engels' text: “But in doing so it elevates itself as a proletariat, in 
doing so it abolishes all class differences and class antagonisms, and with it also 
the state as a state... The state was the official representative of the whole 
society,... but it was this only insofar as it was the state of that class which itself 
represented the whole of society for its time... By finally actually becoming the 
representative of the whole of society, it makes itself 
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superfluous. As soon as there is no longer a social class to be kept under 
oppression, as soon as class rule and the struggle for individual existence based 
on the previous anarchy of production also eliminates the collisions and excesses 
that arise from it (the ones that arise from it, i.e. by no means all of them, Comrade 
Losurdo!) , there is nothing left to repress that would require a special repressive 
power, a state. The first act in which the state really acts as a representative of 
the entire society - the seizure of the means of production in the name of society - 
is at the same time its last independent act as a state. The intervention of a state 
power in social conditions becomes superfluous in one area after another and 
then falls asleep of its own accord. The government over people is replaced by 
the management of things and the management of production processes. The 
state is not ‘abolished’, it is dying.” (50) 


Engels says the same thing more simply and briefly in the article “On Authority”: 
“All socialists agree that the political state and with it political authority will 
disappear in the wake of the next social revolution, and that means that the public 


Functions will lose their political character and transform into simple administrative 
functions that protect the true social interests.” (51) 


So — Comrade Losurdo can rest assured: even without a state, according to Marx 
and Engels, communism still has functions and corresponding institutions to 
protect social interests! 


The thesis of the withering away of the state after the elimination of class rule is a 
compelling consequence of the Marxist state theory, according to which the state 
emerged with the division of society into exploiting and exploited, oppressing and 
oppressed classes, as an instrument for securing the rule of the exploiters and 
oppressors about the exploited and oppressed. Anyone who considers this 
consequence to be wrong breaks with Marxist state theory as a whole; What's 
more, he breaks with historical materialism. 

The fact that this break is actually carried out by Losurdo is also clear from the 
following sentences: “Generally speaking, one could say that for Marx and Engels 
politics, after playing a decisive role in the conquest of power, together with the 
state and the political violence seems to be disappearing. And this is all the more 
so because, in addition to classes, the state and political violence, the division of 
labor, nations, religions, the market - in short: all possible causes of conflict are 
disappearing. This messianic vision ultimately points to anarchism...” (p. 49 f.) 
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So: A “messianic vision” is the idea that nations, religions and the market are 
historical phenomena that have their beginning, their development and will also 
come to an end with the disappearance of the causes of their production and 
existence? Instead, nations and religions and the market — and with it the 
production of goods! — for Losurdo, apparently eternal categories. Yes, Losurdo 
read the “Communist Manifesto” so badly that he didn’t even notice how Marx 
and Engels, more than 150 years ago, described the process of dissolution of the 
old, outdated conditions that seemed to have been fixed for eternity so precisely 
that one... could think that they had written all of this down today to characterize 
the much-called “globalization”?: “The bourgeoisie, through its exploitation of the 
world market, has made the production and consumption of all countries 
cosmopolitan. To the great regret of the reactionaries, it has pulled the national 
ground from under the feet of industry. The ancient national industries have been 
destroyed and are still being destroyed daily... The old local and national self- 
sufficiency and isolation are replaced by all-round intercourse, an all-round 
dependence of nations on one another... National one-sidedness and narrowness 
are becoming more and more impossible, and from the Many national and local 
literatures form a world literature.” (52) 


Doesn't he notice that in our reality the process of change and dissolution of all 
the social institutions he considers eternal has long been underway? 


The question must also be asked: Did Losurdo study the history of the USSR, 
which he covers so thoroughly in his series of articles, so superficially that Stalin's 
statements in the annual report of the XVI? the CPSU party congress on the 
dialectical development of national cultures? For in this speech Stalin predicts not 
only the end of nations, but even of national languages and their absorption into 

a world language: “It may seem strange that we, supporters of the future fusion 

of national cultures into one (a form like this). content according to) common 
culture with a common language, at the same time supporters of the flourishing 

of national cultures at the present moment, in the period of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. But there's nothing strange about that. National cultures must be given 
the opportunity to develop and develop, to show all their potential, in order to 
create the conditions for their fusion into a common culture with a common 
language. The flourishing of cultures that are national in form and socialist in 
content under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country 
for the purpose of their fusion into a common (in form as well as in content) 
socialist culture with a common language, when the proletariat in 
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the whole world has triumphed and socialism will have passed into everyday life - 
this is precisely the dialectical nature of Lenin's question about national culture." 
(53) 


Does Losurdo not know these statements by Stalin, or did he just not mention them 
because he does not want to burden Stalin with the accusation that he too was 
unable to free himself from the “messianic illusions of Marx and Engels”? 


Losurdo's accusation of anarchism directed at Marx and Engels 


Finally, we come to Losurdo's suspicion of "anarchism" towards Marx and Engels, 
which is so strong that it even gave the title to this final part VII: "Marxism or 
Anarchism?" We recall that Losurdo stated that the “messianic vision” of Marx and 
Engels pointed to anarchism. Didn't Losurdo take note of Marx's and Engels' 
numerous arguments with anarchism and the anarchists? 


Just a few of Engels' statements on this topic should be remembered: In a letter to 
Carlo Cafiero from July 1871, he wrote: “...the ‘abolition of the state’ is an old 
phrase in German philosophy, of which we have made much use, as We were still 
simple youths.” (54) In a letter to Philip Van Patten in New York dated April 18, 
1883, Engels responded to an inquiry about Marx's position on anarchism as 
follows: “Marx and | have held, since 1845, that one of the eventual consequences 
of the The future proletarian revolution will be the gradual dissolution and finally 
the disappearance of the political organization designated by the name of the 
state... 

At the same time, it has always been our view that in order to get to this and the 
other far more important” — please note: ‘far more important’! — “To achieve the 
goals of the future social revolution, the working class must first take possession 
of the organized political power of the state and with its help crush the resistance 
of the capitalist class and reorganize society. This was already stated in 1847 in 
the 'Communist Manifesto’... The anarchists turn the matter on its head. They 
declare that the proletarian revolution must begin by abolishing the political 
organization of the state. But the only organization that the victorious proletariat 
finds complete is the state. 

It may require change before it can fulfill its new functions. But to destroy it at such 
a moment would be to destroy the only organism through which the victorious 
proletariat can assert the power it has just conquered, hold down its capitalist 
opponents and bring about the economic revolution in society without which 
complete victory can be achieved 
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would have to end in defeat and in a mass slaughter of the working class, similar to 
that after the Paris Commune.” (55) 


So: For Marx and Engels and for all communists, anarchism is characterized by the 
fact that it wants to “abolish” the state immediately through revolution. 


For Losurdo, however, an anarchist is anyone who believes a human society without 
a state is even conceivable. He even reads from fragments of quotes from Marx and 
Engels found out that even they had occasional epiphanies in which they understood 
the permanent necessity of the state: “At certain moments Marx and Engels also 
seem to become aware of the abstract utopian character of their slogan when, with 
remarkable wavering, they once said of the Talk about the abolition or demise of the 
state in general, another time about the 'state in the current political sense’ or ‘political 
violence in the true sense’. On the other hand, according to their own analysis, the 
state is not only a tool of class rule, but also a form of 'mutual insurance’ between 

the individuals of the ruling class. 


One does not then understand why, after the disappearance of classes and class 
struggle, the ‘guarantee’ or 'insurance' for the individual members of a unified 
community should become superfluous.” (p. 49) 


It is therefore abundantly clear that the following Engelsian characterization of state 
superstition, which was applied to German philosophy, also describes Losurdo's 
position quite accurately: “And from this follows a superstitious worship of the state 
and everything that goes with it state, and which occurs all the more easily because 
one has become used to imagining from childhood that the business and interests 
common to the whole society cannot be looked after in any other way than as they 
have been looked after up to now, namely by the state and its well-appointed 
authorities.” (56) 


Losurdo, however, wants to convince us that he has done nothing other than expose 
a fatal flaw in the theory of Marx and Engels by applying “the materialist method 
elaborated by Marx and Engels” to the real historical movement inspired by them 
and revolution”. According to Losurdo, Marxism must be supplemented on the one 
hand and freed from the errors of Marx and Engels on the other; Losurdo says this 
in the following words: “To date, a theory of conflict in a socialist society and a 
socialist camp is missing; Therefore” (so, so, therefore?!) “the most serious crisis of 
the communist movement paradoxically begins directly with the triumph of the great 
expansion of socialism after the Second World War. However, the anarchist and 
messianic view of communism that still prevails today must 
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its definition as 'real movement' can be opposed.” This is by no means a new 
edition of Bernstein's formula: “The movement is everything, the goal is nothing,” 
assures Losurdo. It would rather be about building “a post-capitalist and post- 
imperialist” (why is the word “socialist” missing here?) “society, but a society that 
we can no longer and must not imagine in the colors of a flat and uncritical utopia. 
Distance from such a utopia is the fundamental feature of Marx's definition of 
communism as a 'real movement.” 


What would Marx say - if he could - that a hundred years after his death someone 
would come and declare that the correct interpretation of his, Marx's, definition of 
communism would be to delete one of its main statements? Isn't it a very strange 
move to pass off a massive attack on Marx's theory of the state as "the fundamental 
feature of Marx's definition of communism"? 


We have to realize, to our great sorrow, that Losurdo's proposal to improve 
Marxism by eliminating its supposedly utopian, semi-religious components is, 
unfortunately, in reality a massive revision of Marxism, its theory of the state; and 
not just a part of it, concerning the withering away of the state, but its core: the 
assessment of the nature of the state. And this theory of the state is in turn 
organically so inextricably linked to all other components of the Marxist conception 
of society that an attack on it also represents an attack on Marxism as a whole. 


In the course of our consideration of the Losurdo study, we had several reasons 
to be surprised at the fact that in his explanation of the causes of the fall of the 
Soviet Union, revisionism and the revisionists Khrushchev and Gorbachev were 
almost completely ignored. Now the reason for this should be clear: How should 
anyone who undertakes such a massive push to revise the teachings of Marx, 
Engels and Lenin see anything incorrect and worthy of criticism in similar pushes 
by others? 


This is how it finally turns out: Losurdo's study, which begins as if it wanted to 
reject the "demonization" of Stalin, which - as everyone knows - was carried out 
primarily by Khrushchev and Gorbachev, is in fact a plea to reject any accusation, 
Yes, there is even any suspicion that Khrushchev and Gorbachev's work could 
have contributed to the downfall of the Soviet Union - apart from Khrushchev's 
adherence to the ‘flat and uncritical utopia’ of Marx and Engels. The real meaning 
of his demand “the 


306 


Machine Translated by Google 


Kurt Gossweiler: How could this happen? Volume 2 


“Replacing the category of betrayal with the category of learning” has thus turned out to be 
an imperative to remain silent about revisionism. 


On the other hand, however - in a modification of Horkheimer's imperative, anyone who does 
not want to talk about capitalism should also remain silent about fascism - 

to state emphatically: “Those who do not want to talk about revisionism should also remain 
silent about the causes of the fall of the Soviet Union.” 


Now finally lies the real reason for Losurdo's aversion to the slogan “Back to Marx!” openly - 


his request to us is: “Detach yourself from Marx! Distance yourself from his theory of 
communism!” 


It remains - in order not to miss any of the seven parts of the Losurdo study - to at least briefly 
consider Part VI. 


To Part VI: “China and Socialism” 


If Losurdo's dealings with history and with Marx and Engels gave reason to ask what the man 
was actually getting at, there were also repeated statements from him that cast possible 
doubts as to whether he was really interested in defending himself and the resurgence of the 
communist movement, were silenced as unfounded. This includes, above all, this Part VI with 
Losurdo's strong commitment to the defense of the People's Republic of China and his 
warning against "joining the US-led anti-Chinese campaign." (p. 44) For me, this is the most 
important statement of this sixth part of his study, which | can agree with without reservation. 


But there are similar oddities in this part as in the others, which | will only mention briefly. 


Losurdo treats the history of People's China just as arbitrarily as he does the history of the 
Soviet Union and the socialist camp as a whole. 


No mention is made of the Chinese Communist Party's criticism of Khrushchev's revisionism 
and the leadership of the CPSU. 


There is no mention of Khrushchev's break with People's China, the break of everyone 
Treaties, the withdrawal of Soviet specialists, as a result of which China was deprived 
overnight of all long-term planned help from the Soviet Union and was put under embargo 
pincers by two sides (the USA and the Soviet Union), 
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had to make desperate efforts to preserve its existence and to manage the expansion 
of the national economy with its own resources. 


He doesn't come up with the actually very obvious idea that the policy of "unceasing 
mass mobilization", the "Great Leap" and finally Mao's Cultural Revolution, which he 
critically mentions, could be connected to the revisionist degeneration processes in 

the Soviet Union that Mao sharply criticized that Mao intended them as palliatives to 


deprive similar processes in China of any chance of development. 


Losurdo spares no thought to the question of what future socialism would have had if 
there had been not a break, but rather ever closer cooperation between the Soviet 
Union and People's China and all other socialist countries on the tracks that at the 
time made the Soviet Union the second largest economic power in the world. 


Losurdo's statements about the "gigantic and new NEP" in China and his praise for 
Deng-Xiaoping and his reforms are very worthy of discussion, but there is no space 
here to really discuss them. Only this much can be said: As much as every communist 
and every socialist must wish that People's China succeeds in asserting itself against 
the external and internal counter-revolutionary forces - and as much as it must be self- 
evident for us to be in solidarity with People's China - no one does is currently ina 
position to say or even assert that the path laid out by Deng is the only or even the 
most suitable path to the socialist goal. 


Conclusion: 


What does Losurdo's study contribute to answering the truly vital question of the 
causes of defeat and to creating the conditions for the recovery and strengthening of 
the international communist movement? 


There are positives and negatives to be noted. 
The positive includes: 
that he gave a powerful impulse to the discussion of these questions; 


that he rejects the entrenched, comfortable answer, formulated by the anti-communists, 
of Stalin as the author of all evils in the communist movement; 
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that it affirms the legitimacy and necessity of the struggle of communists against the 
prevailing imperialist order; 


that he supported the Soviet Union's primary role in the fight against fascism 
emphasizes; 


that he exercises and demands full solidarity with the People's Republic of China. 
Among the negatives | include: 


that in his explanations of the causes of our defeat he usually does not rely on the 
historical facts, but often completely disregards these facts 
be guided by careful, very subjective ideas; 


that therefore the most important causes of the defeat are not named by him at all; 


that he cites a construction that distorts Marxism as the main cause of the failure, 
namely the construction that the inability of the Soviet leaders to break away from 
the false communism theories of Marx and Engels ultimately inevitably brought 
about the downfall of the Soviet Union . 


This means, however, that although Losurdo's study has the merit of enlivening a 
necessary discussion, at the same time its answers do not provide clarification but 
rather deepen the confusion. 


We can best free ourselves from this confusion by taking up and expanding the 
slogan rejected by Losurdo: Back to the sources, to Marx and Lenin and their 
consistently historical-materialist view of history! 


Remarks: 


(1) My critical comments were written on the basis of Losurdo's study “Escape from 
History?” published in “junge Welt” from March 15th to 23rd, 2000. The communist 
movement between self-criticism and self-hatred”. 

Only after | had completed my comments was | able to see the publication of the 
same study as “Pamphlet 01” of the “Marxist Papers”. The headings of the seven 
parts are quoted after “junge Welt”, the page numbers for the Losurdo quotations 
refer to the edition of the “Marxist Sheets”. 


(2) Where there are no page references, the quote in this version can only be found in “junge 
Welt”. 
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(3) So in “young world”. In the MBI. only in a weaker form, p. 28. 

(4) Khrushchev at the VIlth Party Congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party on June 5, 
1958. See ND of June 5, 1958, p.4, column 6., see also Gossweiler, Against Revisionism, 
p. 363. 

(5) From the publication of the Central Committee of the CPC “Origin and Development of 
the Differences between the Leadership of the CPSU and Us. Commentary on the Open 
Letter of the Central Committee of the CPSU. (September 6, 1963), in: The polemic about 
the general line of the international communist movement, n.d., n.d., p. 93. 

(6) Ibid., p. 131 ff. 

(7) Ibid., p. 157 ff. 

(8) Ibid., pp. 1 ff and 287 ff. 

(9) Ibid., p. 96 ff. 

(10) Ibid., p. 113, (see note 2). 

(11) The Press of the Soviet Union, Issue 6, May 1989, Plenum of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union on April 25, 1989, p.21. 

(12) Henri Barbusse, Stalin. A new world. Rotfront Reprint Berlin, 1996, p. 105. 

(13) Plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union on April 
25, 1989, in: Press of the Soviet Union, May issue 1989, No. 6, pp. 6, 10, 15. 

(14) The corresponding quote can be found in my book: Against Revisionism” on p. 281 f 
(15) Ibid., p. . in the article: “The Many Peels of the Gorbachev Onion’. 

285. 

(16) Quoted in: Kurt Gossweiler, speech on February 6, 2000 in the Ziegenhals Thalmann 
Memorial on the occasion of the 67th anniversary of the illegal meeting of the KPD Central 
Committee on February 7, 1933. Source: “Dialog”, Prague, No. 146 , October 1999. 

(17) “New Germany” No. 131 of June 5, 1958; also quoted in Gossweiler, Against 
Revisionism, p. 363. 

(18) NS Khrushchev, The Triumph of Communism is Certain. 

Accounting report of the Central Committee of the CPSU to the XXII. Party congress of the 
CPSU. About the program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. October 1961, Berlin 
1961, p. 245. 

(19) A proposal for the general line of the international communist movement. 

Reply letter from the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party to the letter from the Central Committee of the 
CPSU dated March 30, 1963, in: “Neues Deutschland” No. 191 from July 15, 1963, p. 9. 

(20) See for example: NA Bulganin/NS Khrushchev, speeches during the visit to India, 
Burma and Afghanistan, Berlin 1956, p.71. See also Gossweiler, Against Revisionism, p. 
332. 

(21) JW Stalin, Economic Problems..., Berlin 1952, p. 91 f. 

(22) January 28, 1958, report in the morning news of the West Berlin station Rias. 
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(23) See: Viktor Alexandrow, The Life of Nikita Khrushchev, Munich 1958, p. 60 f. 


(24) XIX. Party Congress of the CPSU(B), GM Malenkov, report to the XIX. Party 
conference, 5th-14th October 1952, Berlin 1952, p. 8. See also Georg Paloczi-Horvath, 
Khrushchev, Frankfurt am Main and Hamburg, 1961, p. 137. 

(25) “New Germany” from January 18, 1958, report on Khrushchev’s sudden visit to 
Poland. 

(26) See Karl Peters, Poland and the Road to Socialism, in “Unity”, Berlin, No. 11/1948, 
p. 1064. 

(27) Archive of the Present, October 27, 1956, p.6046 ff. 

(28) Quoted in Gossweiler, Against Revisionism, p. 269. 

(29) Ibid., p. 269 f. 

(30) NS Khrushchev, The Triumph of Communism is Certain..., p. 53. 

(31) Origin and development of the differences between the leadership of the CPSU and 
us. Commentary of the Communist Party of China on the Open Letter of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU (September 6, 1963), in: The polemic about the general line of 
the international communist movement, n.d., n.d., p. 98. 

(32) In: The polemic about the general line of the international communist movement, p. 
37. This document from the Chinese Communist Party was also published in “New 
Germany”. , No. 191 of July 15, 1963 published in full. The quoted quote can be 
found in point XVI of the document. 


(33) Also in: The polemic about the general line, p. 588 ff. The “New Germany” also 
published this “Open Letter from the Central Committee of the CPSU” in its No. 191 of 


July 15, 1963. 

(34) The polemic about the general line, p. 611. In the “New Germany” point II, p. 
4, 2nd column middle. 

(35) Gossweiler, Against Revisionism, p. 269 ff. (Gorbachev's speech to the UN on 
December 7, 1988). 

(36) Press of the Soviet Union, No. 118 of October 4, 1959, p. 2655. 

(37) JW Stalin, Works, Vol. 14, Verlag Roter Morgen, Dortmund 1976, p. 229. 

(38) The Press of the Soviet Union, No. 129 of November 1, 1961, p. 2804. 

(39) Walter Ulbricht, The significance of Karl Marx's work “Das Kapital” for the creation of 
the developed social system of socialism in the GDR and the fight against the state 
monopoly system of rule in West Germany, Berlin 1967, pp. 38 and 40. 


(40) The program of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. Verlag Jugoslavija Beograd 
1958. See also: Fedoseyev/Pomelow/Tscheprakov, On the draft program of the League 

of Communists of Yugoslavia, from “Kommunist” issue 6, Moscow 1958, in German 
translation in “Unit”, Berlin, supplement to issue 4 , April 1958. 
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(41) Declaration of the consultation of representatives of the Communist and Workers' 
Parties. November 1960. Speech by Walter Ulbricht and resolution of the 11th meeting of 
the Central Committee of the SED, 15-17. December 1960, Berlin 1961, p. 61. 

(42) “New Germany” from October 12, 1957. 

(43) “New Germany” from November 20, 1957. 

(44) The Press of the Soviet Union, No. 13, January 30, 1959, p. 278 f. 

(45) Ibid., p. 282. 

(46) Ibid., p. 283. 

(47) Ibid., p. 282. 

(48) Ibid., p. 283. 

(49) Dieter Fricke (ed.), Handbook on the History of the Labor Movement, 2 vol., 1987, vol. 
1, p. 250; see also Jan Knapp, The Road to Catastrophe, in: Communications from the 
Communist Platform of the PDS, Berlin, issue 7/2000, p. 19. 

(50) MEW, Vol. 20, p. 261 f. 

(51) MEW, Vol. 18, p. 308. 

(52) MEW, Vol. 4, p. 466. 

(53) J. Stalin, Political Report of the Central Committee to the XVI. Party conference of the 
CPSU(B), June 27 - July 2, 1930, Berlin 1949; see also JW Stalin, Works, Vol. 12, Berlin 
1954, p. 322 f. See also: J. Stalin, Marxism and the Questions of Linguistics, in: JW Stalin, 
Works, Vol. 15, Dortmund 1979, p. 221 ff. 

(54) MEW, Vol. 33, p. 657. 

(55) MEW, vol.36, p. 11 f. 

(56) Friedrich Engels, Introduction to Marx's “Civil War in France”, in: MEW, Vol. 22, p. 199. 


Source: offensive special issue “Comrade Domeniko Losurdo’s escape from the 
History”, issue 10-2001 
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